INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


MONDAY, JUNE 4, 1951 


Unirep Sratres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden, chairman of the subcommittee, 
presiding. 
Present: Senators Hayden, Ellender, Young, and O’Mahoney. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


STATEMENT OF NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, IMPERIAL 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


ALL-AMERICAN CANAL, ARIZ. AND CALIF. 


Senator Haypen. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Ely, we have postponed this hearing before and you may now 
present your case. 

Mr. Evy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I wish the record 
to show that Congressman John Phillips of California is present. 
Mr. Dowd and I appear in support of the action taken by the House 
on Mr. Phillips’ motion. 

Senator Haypen. You have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Eny. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypreNn. The entire statement may go in the record. 

Mr. Evy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Statement referred to is as follows:) 


MEMORANDUM BY Nortucutrr Eny, Spectat Counse., IMPERIAL IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 


RULE XVI 


A point of order is raised under rule XVI of the Senate against three amend- 
ments to the Interior Department appropriation bill proposed by the Depart- 
ment, relating to the All-American Canal. The amendments, quoted infra, 
would restore language which the House deleted. 

Rule XVI, section 2, of Standing Rules of the Senate, provides: 

“2. The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation bill 
containing amendments proposing new or general legislation or any restriction 
on the expenditure of the funds appropriated which proposes a limitation not 
authorized by law if such restriction is to take effect or cease to be effective upon 
the happening of a contingency, and if an appropriation bill is reported to the 
Senate containing amendments proposing new or general legislation or any such 
restriction, a point of order may be made against the bill, and if the point is sus- 
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tained, the bill shall be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations.’’ 
{Italics added.] 

Rule XVI, section 4, provides: 

“4. No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received to any 
general appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment not germane or relevant to 
the subject matter contained in the bill be received; nor shall any amendment to 
any item or clause of such bill be received which does not directly relate thereto; 
nor shall any restriction on the expenditure of the funds appropriated which proposes 
a limitation not authorized by law be received if such restriction is to take effect or cease 
to be effective upon the happening of a contingency; and all questions of relevancy of 
amendments under this rule, when raised, shall be submitted to the Senate and 
be decided without debate; and any such amendment or restriction to a general 
appropriation bill may be laid on the table without prejudice to the bill.” [Italies 
added.] 

Rule XVI, section 7, provides: 

“7. When a point of order is made against any restriction on the expenditure 
of funds appropriated in a general appropriation bill on the ground that the re- 
striction violates this rule, the rule shall be construed strictly and, in case of doubt, 
in favor of the point of order.” 


THE AMENDMENTS INVOLVED 


The three amendments, and their collective effect, are as follows (references 
are to pages and lines of H. R. 3790, 82d Cong., in the Senate print of May 83, 
1951): 

(1) Page 14, line 5 [language italicized is new]: 

“For carrying -out the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation as provided in 
the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amenda- 
tory thereof or supplementary thereto) and other Acts and treaties applicable to 
that Bureau, as follows: 

The House Committee Report No. 339 (82d Cong., p. 13) said of this: 

“A provision in the bill indicates that the funds are to be available for carrying 
out functions as provided in treaties, but it is to be understood that inclusion of 
the words and treaties in the bill is definitely not intended to signify that the 
Congress is determining that any treaty delegates functions or duties to or imposes 
any obligations upon the Department of the Interior.”’ 

But the next item, referred to below, appropriates $291,000 for a purpose which 
the Reclamation Bureau justifies only as ‘‘functions,” “duties,” and “obligations” 
under the Mexican Water Treaty. 

The words, ‘‘and treaties’? are new. The House voted to delete them. The 
reservations annexed by the Senate to the Mexican Water Treaty (infra) explicitly 
forbid any commitment for expenditures ‘“‘without prior approval of the Congress 
of the United States.’”’ The words “and treaties,” read with the two items next 
referred to, are part of a plan to secure congressional authorization for an appro- 
priation of $291,000 for Federal operation of the All-American Canal, amending 
existing law, hence subject to a point of order under rule XVI (infra). 

2) Page 148, line 8 |figures italicized are an increase of $291,000}: 

“For operation and maintenance of reclamation projects or parts thereof 
and of other facilities, as authorized by law * * * $14,385,000, of whieh not 
to exceed $12,883,900 shall be derived from the reclamation fund and not to 
exceed $1,671,000 shall be derived from the Colorado River Dam fund * * *” 

The proposed amendment restores $291,000 deleted by vote of the House. 

The budget, page 636, discloses that the $1,671,000 referred to is for operation 
of the Boulder Canyon project (Hoover Dam), which is unobjectionable, but 
that the remainder (i. e., the reclamation fund appropriation of $12,883,900) 
includes an item of $291,000 for operation by the United States of the All-American 
Canal. This is subject to a point of order under rule XVI because (1) the 
Secretary’s only powers relate to the storage and delivery of water for use exclu- 
sively in the United States; (2) there is no authorization for any appropriation for 
operation and maintenance of the canal; all costs thereof must be borne, under 
existing law, by local agencies, not the United States; (3) all appropriations for 
any purpose in connection with the All-American Canal must be made out of the 
Colorado River Dam fund, not the reclamation fund or the general fund of the 
Treasury; and (4) the reservations to the Mexican Water Treaty prohibit appro- 
priations for purposes not named in Senate reservation (a) to the treaty unless 
prior authorization by Congress be had. As developed below, the cloak and 
excuse for this unauthorized appropriation is the false claim of the Reclamation 
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Bureau that the treaty requires it to expropriate operation of the canal, which 1s 
now vested in Imperial irrigation district under existing law and contracts. The 
Department has not sought legislation to authorize such expropriation. 

(3) Page 16, line 13 [the whole proviso is new]: 

‘*e * * Provided further, That after December 31, 1951, no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be used for payment of the cost of 
operation and maintenance of Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal and ap- 
purtenant works to and including Pilot Knob check and wasteway (engineer 
station 1098) for the purpose of diversion or carriage of water for any water user, 
district, or association unless and until arrangements, satisfactory to the Secretary, 
shall have been made for payment annually to the United States of the part of 
such cost allocable to such water user, district, or association.”’ 

The House committee report said of this proviso (p. 13): 

“A provision recommended in the budget has been included in the bill whereby 
no appropriations in the accompanying bill are to be available for the payment 
of the cost of operation and maintenance of Imperial Dam and part of the All- 
American Canal for specified purposes until satisfactory annual payment arrange- 
ments have been made.”’ [Italics supplied.] 

The committee was misled. The proviso does the reverse. The House voted 
to delete it. The proviso does not say “until’’; it says that ‘‘after’’ December 31, 
1951, no appropriation shall be used for payment of cost of operation and main- 
tenance unless new contracts are made; until that date the appropriation is 
available, implying that there is existing authorization for appropriation of 
$291,000 from the reclamation fund until then. There is none, and the appro- 
priation violates the Senate reservations to the Mexican Water Treaty, as well 
as the Boulder Canyon Project Act, by directing refusal of water under existing 
contracts after December 31, 1951, unless the holders consent to amend them. 
This requirement for amendment of contracts repeals the substantive provision 
of existing law with which these contracts are in precise accord, and imposes new 
substantive provisions not authorized by existing law. It violates Rule XVI of 
the Senate, which prohibits any proviso in an appropriation bill ‘‘to take effect 
or cease to be effective upon the happening of a contingeney.”’ 


PROVISIONS OF EXISTING LAW: THE BOULDER CANYON PROJECT ACT 


Provisions of existing law relating to operation of the All-American Canal are 
as follows: 

The Boulder Canyon Project Act (act of Dec. 21, 1928; 45 Stat. 1057; H. Doe. 
717, 80th Cong., p. A213) authorized construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the All-American Canal in the following terms: 

“That for the purpose of * * * providing for storage and for the delivery 
of the stored waters thereof for reclamation of publie lands and other beneficial 
uses exclusively within the United States * * * the Secretary of the Interior, 
subject to the terms of the Colorado River compact hereinafter mentioned, i 
hereby authorized to construct, operate, anc maintain * * * a main canal 
and appurtenant structures located entirely within the United States connecting 
the Laguna Dam, or other suitable diversion dam, which the Secretary of the 
Interior is hereby authorized to construct if deemed necessary or advisable by 
him upon engineering or economic considerations, with the Imperial and Coa- 
chella Valleys in California, the expenditures for said main canal and appur- 
tenant structures to be reimbursable, as provided in the reclamation law, and 
shall not be paid out of revenues derived from the sale or disposal of water power 
or electric energy at the dam authorized to be constructed at said Black Canyon 
or Boulder Canyon, or for water for potable purposes outside of the Imperial 
and Coachella Valleys: Provided, however, That no charge shall be made for 
water or for the use, storage, or delivery of water for irrigation or water for potable 
purposes in the Imperial or Coachella Valleys; * * = *” 

Nore.— If it should be argued that the appropriation of $291,000 disclosed at 
page 630 of the budget is to be expended from the $1,671,000 appropriated from 
the Colorado River Dam fund (p. 16, line 5), despite the earmarking of all that 
$1,671,000 for Hoover Dam in the budget (p. 636), then this prohibition in section 1 
of the Boulder Canyon Project Act makes such an appropriation unlawful, because 
the only accretions to the Colorado River Dam fund are from these revenues, 

Sec. 2 (a) (H. Doe. 717, p. A214): 

‘There is hereby established a special fund, to be known as the Colorado River 
Dam fund (hereinafter referred to as the fund), and to be available, as hereafter 
provided, only for carrying out the provisions of this act. All revenues received in 

83686—51—pt. 2———47 





1958 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


carrying out the provisions of this act shall be paid into and expenditures shall be 
made out of the fund, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior.” 

Nore.—This denies authority for appropriation from any fund save the Col- 
orado River Dam fund for operation and maintenance. The Boulder Canyon 
Project Act is special legislation which controls the project, and supersedes the 
general reclamation law in any respect for which the Project Act makes provision 
(see sec. 14). For 20 years, no appropriation for operation and maintenance has 
been made for this project from the reclamation fund, and all have been from the 
Colorado River Dam fund. 

Sec. 2 (c) (H. Doc. 717, p. A214): 

“Moneys in the fund advanced under subdivision (b) shall be available only for 
expenditures for construction and the payment of interest, during construction, 
upon the amounts so advanced. No expenditures out of the fund shall be made 
for operation and maintenance except from appropriations therefor.” 

Sec. 2 (e) (H. Doc. 717, p. A215): 

“The Secretary of the Interior shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
at the close of each fiscal vear, the amount of money in the fund in excess of the 
amount necessary for construction, operation, and maintenance, and payment of 
interest. Upon receipt of each such certificate the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to charge the fund with the amount so certified as repay- 
ment of the advances made under subdivision (b), which amount shall be covered 
into the Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous receipts.”’ 

Sec. 4 (b) (H. Doc. 717, 80th Cong., p. A217): 

“Before any money is appropriated for the construction of said main canal 
and appurtenant structures to connect the Laguna Dam with the Imperial and 
Coachella Valleys in California, or any construction work is done upon said canal 
or contracted for, the Secretary of the Interior shall make provision for revenues, 
by contract or otherwise, adequate in his judgment to insure payment of all 
expenses of construction, operation, and maintenance of said main canal and 
appurtenant structures in the manner provided in the reclamation law.”’ 

Sec. 5 (id., p. A217): 

“That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, under such general 
regulations as he may prescribe, to contract for the storage of water in said reser- 
voir and for the delivery thereof at such points on the river and on said canal as 
may be agreed upon, for irrigation and domestic uses, * * *. Contracts 
respecting water for irrigation and domestic uses shall be for permanent service 
and shall conform to paragraph (a) of section 4 of this act.” 

Sec. 7 (id., p. A220): 

‘“* #* * The said districts or other agencies shall have the privilege at any 
time of utilizing by contract or otherwise such power possibilities as may exist 
upon said canal, in proportion to their respective contributions or obligations 
toward the capital cost of said canal and appurtenant structures from and including 
the diversion works to the point where each respective power plant may be located. 
The net proceeds from any power development on said canal shall be paid into 
the fund and credited to said districts or other agencies on their said contracts, 
in proportion to their rights to develop power, until the districts or other agencies 
using said canal sha'l have paid thereby and under any contract or otherwise an 
amount of money equivalent to the operation and maintenance expense and cost 
of construction thereof.” 

See. 10 (id., p. A222): 

“That nothing in this act shali be construed as modifying in any manner the 
existing contract, dated October 23, 1918, between the United States and the 
Imperial irrigation district, providing for a connection with Laguna Dem; but the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to enter into contract or contracts with the 
said district or other districts, persons. or agencies for the construction, in accord- 
ance with this act, of said canal and appurtenant structures, and also for the 
operation and maintenance thereof, with the consent of the other users.” 


The All-American Canal Contracts 

Pursuant to the statutory direction of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior entered into contracts with the Imperial irrigation 
district, December 1, 1982 (H. Doe. 717, p. A595), the Coachella Valley county 
water district, October 15, 1934 (id., p. A633), and the city of San Diego, October 
2, 1934 (id., p. A671). 

These contracts would be abrogated, as shown below, by enforcement of the 
proposed proviso in the appropriation bill at page 16, line 13, and that is the exact 
purpose of the proviso, as will be shown by quotations from the Secretary of the 
Interior. 
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In these contracts, in consideration of the repayment and other obligations 
assumed by the districts, the United States agreed (references are to the Imperial 
contract) to construct Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal (art. 7, H. Doc. 
717, p. A596, 7), and to transfer operation and maintenance of the canal to the 
district. Thus (art. 8, id., p. A598): 

‘“* * * the district shall at its own cost and without expense to the United 
States care for, operate, and maintain the same in such manner that such works 
shall remain in as good and efficient condition and of equal capacity for the diver- 
sion, transportation, and distribution of water as when received from the United 
States, reasonable wear and damage by the elements excepted * * * After 
the care, operation, and maintenance of the aforesaid works have been assumed 
by the district, the district shall save the United States, its officers, agents, and 
employees harmless as to any and all injury and damage to persons and property 
which may arise out of the care, operation, and maintenance thereof.” 

Note that the district is to pay these costs; no Federal appropriation is required. 

Article 13 provides (id., p. A603): 

“Rach agency other than the district for which capacity is provided in the 
works to be constructed hereunder shall bear such proportionate part of the cost 
of operation and maintenance (including repairs and replacements) of the com- 
ponent parts thereof and of the Laguna Dam as may be determined by the Secre- 
tary to be equitable and just, but not less than an amount in proportion to the 
total amount as are the relative capacities provided in each component part for 
such agency and for all other agencies, including the district.’’ 

Again, no Federal appropriation is required. 

Article 15 requires the district to transport water through the All-American 
Canal for the Yuma project, but (id., p. A605): 

‘ek * * The diversion, transportation, and delivery of water for the Yuma 
project as aforesaid shall be without expense to the United States or its successors 
in control of said project, as to capital investment required to provide facilities for 
such diversion and transportation of water, except such checks, turn-outs, and 
other structures required for delivery from said canal.” 

Again, no Federal appropriation is required. 

Article 17 contains the promise of the United States to deliver water to the 
district for diversion and transportation by the district, and the covenant required 
of the Government by section 5 of the Project Act, that this contract shall be for 
permanent service. This covenant is abrogated by the proviso in the 1952 
appropriation bill at page 11, line 13, directing that no water be diverted or 
carried unless these contracts are superseded by new ones delegating ‘diversion 
and carriage’”’ to the United States, and requiring the districts to pay the United 
States therefor, instead of paying such costs themselves. The right to control 
their own water supply, to divert and carry their own water, is the lifeblood of 
these districts and the reason for their incurring the heavy debt for construction 
of the All-American Canal in these contracts. The crucial water delivery pro- 
visions of article 17 follow (art. 17, id., p. A605): 

“The United States shall, from storage available in the reservoir created by 
Hoover Dam deliver to the district each vear at a point in the Colorado River 
immediately above Imperial Dam, so much water as may be necessary to supply 
the district a total quantity, * * *.” 

(The quantity is thereafter set out, in a formula of priorities.) Continuing 
with article 17 (id., p. A607): 

“As far as reasonable diligence will permit said water shall be delivered as 
ordered by the district, and as reasonably required for potable and irrigation 
purposes within the boundaries of the district in the Imperial and Coachella 
Vallevs in California. This contract is for permanent water services but is 
subject to the condition that Hoover Dam and Boulder Canyon Reservoir shall 
be used: First, for river regulation, improvement of navigation, and flood control; 
second, for irrigation and domestic uses and satisfaction of perfected rights in 
pursuance of article VIII of the Colorado River Compact; and third, for 
power * * *, Nothing in this contract shall be construed to prevent the 
district from diverting water to the full capacity of the All-American Canal if 
and when water over and above the quantity apportioned to it hereunder is 
available, and no power development at Imperial and/or Laguna Dam shall be 
permitted to interfere with such diversion by the district, but, except as provided 
in article 21, water shall not be diverted, transported, or carried by or through 
the works to be constructed hereunder for any agency other than the district, 
except by written consent of the Secretary.” 

The proposed proviso is designed to completely abrogate this covenant. 
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Article 22 provides (id., p. A610): 

‘Title to the aforesaid Imperial Dam and All-American Canal to be constructed 
by the United States under the terms and conditions hereof, shall be and remain 
in the United States notwithstanding transfer of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance thereof to the district; provided, however, that the Secretary may, in his 
discretion, when repayments to the United States of all moneys advanced shall 
have been made, transfer the title to said main canal and appurtenant structures, 
except the diversion dam and the main canal and appurtenant structures down 
to and including Syphon Drop, to the district or other agencies of the United 
States having a beneficial interest therein in proportion to their respective capital 
investments under such form or organization as may be acceptable to him.” 

The proviso would require execution of contracts abrogating this substantive 
provision of existing law. 

Article 24 provides (id., p. A611): 

“There is reserved to the Secretary the right to prescribe and enforce rules and 
regulations not inconsistent with this contract, governing the diversion and de- 
livery of water hereunder to the district and to other contractors.” 

The proviso is intended to permit the Secretary to revoke this protection. 

Article 27 provides (id., p. A612): 

‘Disputes or disagreements as to the interpretation or performance of the 
provisions of this contract, except as otherwise provided herein, shall be deter- 
mined either by arbitration or court proceedings, the Secretary being authorized 
to act for the United States in such proceedings.”’ 

The proviso would enable the Secretary to demand cancellation of this protec- 
tion as a price for the districts’ getting water now promised by act of Congress 
and the existing contracts. 

There has been neither agreement on, nor arbitration of, the cancellation of 
the district’s contracts which the proposed proviso would require. 

Summary of effect of the Boulder Canyon Project Act 

Thus, in regard to the Boulder Canyon Project Act, there are three distinct 
reasons which refute the Department of the Interior’s position that they have 
authority to operate the canal and that there the appropriation for such operation 
has been authorized. 

First, any claim of authority derived from section 1 of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act is subject to the limitation that the construction and use of works 
under that act must be for ‘“‘beneficial uses exclusively within the United States.”’ 
The Secretary has no authority under that act to carry water for Mexico. 

Second, the provisions of section 1 of the act must be read in the light of and 
subject to the provisions of section 10 thereof. Section 10 gave the Secretary 
of the Interior the authority to contract with the Imperial irrigation district for 
the operation and maintenance of the canal. He exercised and exhausted that 
election in 1932 when he executed the existing contract with Imperial. This 
contract, having been authorized by the act, is a supplement to, and a limitation 
on, the authority of the Secretary under section 1 of the act. His authority to 
operate the canal derived from section 1 was delegated to Imperial under the 
1932 contract, subject to the condition that such operation could not begin 
until ‘notice of completion” of the facilities had been announced by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Therefore, as the canal has been completed, the Secretary has 
now no authority to operate the canal. 

Third, any appropriation for the operation of the canal would have to be made 
from the Colorado River Dam fund, if the Secretary derives his authority to 
operate the canal from the Boulder Canyon Project Act. Section 2 (a) of that 
act provides the limitation on the use of this fund, which is ‘‘only for carrying 
out the provisions of this act.’ 

Evidently, the Department of the Interior, cognizant of these limitations, is 
seeking to derive authority from the Boulder Canyon Project Act for the opera- 
tion of the canal and at the same time to release any appropriation for such 
operation from the limitations and restrictions upon the use of funds appro- 
priated to the fund for such operation. 

There is no authorization for any appropriation made directly from the recla- 
mation fund for the operation of the All-American Canal. Without such prior 
authorization, the appropriation item must be stricken from the bill. Any 
asserted authorization in the provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project Act 
would mean (1) that the appropriation could only be for beneficial uses exclusively 
within the United States, (2) that any authority for operation under the act 
would be subject to the 1932 contract delegating this authority to Imperial, and 
(3) that the appropriation would have to be made directly from the Colorado 
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River Dam fund, for no authorization for an appropriation from the reclamation 
fund for the operation and maintenance of the canal can be found in the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act. 

Nor can any authorization for the appropriation for the operation of the canal 
be found in the Mexican Water Treaty, infra. 


THE MEXICAN WATER TREATY 


The Mexican Water Treaty (treaty series 994, H. Doc. 717, p. A823 et seq.) 
promised delivery of certain quantities of water to Mexico (art. 10; id., p. A851), 
a part thereof through the All-American Canal (art. llc; id., p. A854; art. 15; id., 
p. A859), in consideration of Mexico’s agreeing to pay certain costs. 

Article 23 of the treaty gives no authority to the United States to violate the 
provisions of the 1932 contract between the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Imperial irrigation district. That article authorized the United States to acquire 
under appropriate legislation, i. e., ‘in accordance with * * * domestic 
laws,”’ certain works necessary to effectuate the provisions of the treaty, but this 
legislation cannot be effectuated in an appropriation bill, and is subject to the 
Senate reservations of April 18, 1945 (H. Doe. 717, 80th Cong., p. 4881, et seq.), 
infra. 

A protocol to the treaty (id., p. A879) provides (id., p. A880) as to works 
wholly in one country to be used “only partly for the performance of treaty 
provisions,’ that “functions, including the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of the said works, shall be performed and carried out by the Federal agencies 
of that country which now or hereafter may be authorized by domestic law to 
construct, or to operate and maintain, such works.” 

As shown previously, the Interior Department is not now authorized to operate 
and maintain the All-American Canal, has not sought such authority in any 
legislative bill, and cannot be ‘‘hereafter authorized”’ in an appropriation bill in 
violation of rule XVI. This protocol is likewise subject to the reservations. 

The reservations (discussed below) provide: (1) that no works other than those 
“specifically provided for in the treaty’? may be constructed ‘‘without prior 
approval] of Congress”’ (reservation (a)); (2) that all the powers exercised under 
the treaty ‘“‘shall be subject to the statutory constitutional controls and processes” 
(reservation (b)); and (8) that no provision of the treaty or protocol shall be 
construed to give authority to the United States, ‘‘directly or indirectly to alter 
or control the distribution of water to users within the territorial limits of the 
United States.” 

The impact of these reservations when read in the light of the requirement of 
section 1 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act that all authority derived from that 
act (and there is no other applicable) must be for “beneficial uses exclusively 
within the United States’’ clearly demonstrates that there is no “‘prior authori- 
zation of Congress’ for an appropriation for the operation and maintenance of 
the canal by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Thus: 

Reservation (a) provides (id., p. A882): 

“(a) That no commitment for works to be built by the United States in whole 
or in part at its expense, or for expenditures by the United States, other than 
those specifically provided for in the treaty, shall be made by the Secretary of 
State of the United States, the Commissioner of the United States Section of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission, the United States Section of 
said Commission, or any other officer or emplovee of the United States, without 
prior approval of the Congress of the United States. It is understood that the 
works to be built by the United States, in whole or in part at its expense, and 
the expenditures by the United States, which are specifically provided for in the 
treaty, are as follows:” 

The works thereafter enumerated do not include any reference whatever to the 
All-American Canal. 

Reservation (a) is thus like rule XVI in prohibiting any commitment for ex- 
penditure without prior approval by the Congress, 

Here is disclosed the adroit and hidden purpose of the Interior Department in 
asking the Senate to restore (p. 14, line 5) the language deleted by the House: 
“For carrying out the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation as provided * * * 
in treaties applicable to that Bureau.”’ The treaty is ‘‘applicable to that Bureau’ 
but under reservation (a) no appropriation is lawful unless ‘‘prior approval of the 
Congress is given’: and so now ‘‘treaties” is sought to be added to the language 
of the appropriation bill as a back-door ‘‘prior approval.’’ This purpose is exposed 
by reading this with page 15, line 25: ‘“‘For operation and maintenance of reclama- 
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tion projects or parts thereof and of other facilities as authorized by law.” Add' 
to this pattern the hidden item of $291,000, part of the $15,385,000 at page 16, 
line 3, for operation of the All-American Canal (Budget, p. 636), and the proviso 
(p. 16, line 13) prohibiting delivery of water after December 31, 1951, under exist- | 
ing contracts, that is, under existing law which authorized those contracts, and: 
the picture is complete: a “mandate from Congress” for operation of the canal as: 
“functions * * * provided in * * * treaties’ (bill, p. 14, line 5) thus 
“authorized by law” (p. 15, line 25) thus constituting “prior approval of the 
Congress”’ (reservation (a) to the treaty) for the self-contained but concealed 
appropriation of $291,000 for this purpose (p. 16, line 3) and a like burden on the 
Treasury forever, unless, under the duress of the proviso cutting off water 8 
months from now (p. ‘16, line 13) under contracts which Congress said in 1928 
should be for “permanent service,” the districts surrender control of their water 
rights and agree to pay the United States for controlling them. 

Reservation (b) of the Senate to the Mexican Water treaty (id., p. A883) is 
also explicit: 

‘““(b) Insofar as they affect persons and property in the territorial limits of the 
United States, the powers and functions of the Secretary of State of the United 
States, the Commissioner of the United States Section of the International 
Boundary and Water Commission, the United States Section of said Commission, 
and any other officer or employee of the United States, shall be subject to the 
statutory and constitutional controls and processes.”’ 

The Boulder Canyon Project Act is one of the “‘statutory * * * controls 
and processes’? which this unlawful appropriation and proviso would violate in 
disregard of reservation (b), and the fifth amendment to the Constitution, a 
“constitutional control,’”’ would be flouted by the abrogation under this proviso 
of the Government’s promise of ‘‘permanent service’? under water contracts 
which would be abruptly shut off December 31, 1951, unless the constitutional 
protection of the contract were surrendered. 

Reservation (c) says (id., p. A883): 

“That nothing contained in the treaty or protocol shall be construed as author- 
ising the Secretary of State of the United States, the Commissioner of the United 
States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission, or the 
United States Section of said Commission, directly or indirectly to alter or con- 
trol the distribution of water to users within the territorial limits of any of the 
individual States.” 

The sole source of authority for the Secretary of the Interior under the treaty 
is found in the protocol dated November 14, 1944 (H. Doe. 717, 80th Cong., 
p. A879). This protocol is subject to the Senate reservations, supra. It merely 
delegated certain of the powers which were given by the treaty to the respective 
sections of the International Boundary and Water Commission, to ‘Federal 
agencies of that country which now or hereafter may be authorized by domestic 
law to construct, or to operate and maintain, such works.”’ As reservation (c) 
forbade the Commission to “alter or control the distribution of water,” and as, 
at most, the Secretary of the Interior got via the protocol only such power as 
the American Section had under the treaty, it follows that the Secretary, like the 
American Section, is forbidden to alter or control the distribution of water to 
users within the United States. : 

The proposed amendments of the Appropriation Act do “alter * * * the 
distribution of water to users within the territorial limits of any of the individual 
States,” by divesting the Imperial irrigation district of the operation and control 
of its water supply. ; 

That is the whole purpose of the proposed proviso. : 

The proposed amendments thus constitute new legislation amending the 
Senate reservations to the Mexican water treaty and for that reason violate rule 
XVI of the Senate. 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE HAS DETERMINED THAT THE MEXICAN WATER TREATY 
DOES NOT REQUIRE EITHER (1) OPERATION OF THE ALL-AMERICAN CAN AL BY THE 
UNITED STATES OR (2) ABROGATION OF THE DISTRICT'S ( ONTRACTS, AS PROPOSED 
IN THE APPROPRIATION BILL 


On December 2, 1947, the Imperial irrigation district, presented to the Secretary 
of State a proposal for operation and maintenance by the district under its existing 
contract but subject to the State Department’s control, without cost either to the 
United States or Mexico (hearings, House Appropriations Committee, Interior 
Department appropriation bill for fiscal year 1952, p. 1317). 
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On August 4, 1948, the Department of State replied, in a letter cleared with the 
Departments of Interior and Justice, accepting the proposal in principle, stating 
that such operation ‘“‘would be possible under certain circumstances without violat- 
ing the treaty” (id., p. 1323). 

On January 11, 1949, the Department of State wrote Senator Hayden (id., p. 
1325): 

‘“* #* * the view was thereafter reached that if the United States should retain 
ownership of the Imperial and Laguna Dams and the part of the All-American 
Canal under reference, permitting the district to operate these works under rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the United States with provision that the operation 
and maintenance thereof could be taken over by the United States at any time, 
with or without notice, the degree of control contemplated by article 23 of the treaty 
would be retained and the obligations of the United States under the treaty could 
be fulfilled. The Department consulted in this regard with the Department of 
Justice, the Department of the Interior, and the United States Section of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission, and it was the consensus of these 
interested Government agencies that the proposals of the district could be accepted 
in principle although certain clarifying amendments would be necessary. 

“Under date of August 4, 1948, the Department informed the Imperial irrigation 
district of the acceptance of its proposals, in principle, and it is this letter which you 
have noted in the second edition of the Hoover Dam documents recently pub- 
lished”’ (italies supplied). 

On November 3, 1950, under continuing pressure from Arizona, Secretary 
Acheson wrote the Secretary of the Interior (id., p. 1332): 

“* * * the pertinent provisions of the treaty * * * require this Gov- 
ernment, in accordance with the provisions of article 23, to retain control of the 
above-mentioned facilities, as well as the direct ownership thereof. As I stated 
during our discussion, the interest of this Department is to see that the treaty 
obligation of making deliveries of water to Mexico is carried out. The adequacy 
of the performance by a Federal or a State or a local agency of the functions of 
making such deliveries and of operating and maintaining the necessary facilities 
used in that connection is a matter primarily for determination by your Depart- 
ment and is not a matter with which this Department is concerned beyond being 
assured of the fulfillment of the treaty obligation of this Government to Mexico.” 

We emphasize “‘or a local agency.” 

And note that Secretary Acheson carefully distinguished between ‘‘control”’ 
and “‘ownership’’: the Government must have direct ownership, but not neces- 
sarily direct control; it could exercise control of ‘performance of * * * a local 
agency.”’ The State Department had already twice ruled (August 4, 1948, in 
reply to the district, and January 11, 1949, in response to Senator Hayden), that 
if the United States retained direct ownership, “permitting the district to operate 
these works under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the United States with 
provision that the operation and maintenance could be taken over at any time, 
with or without notice, the degree of control contemplated by article 23 of the 
treaty would be retained and the obligations of the United States under the treaty 
could be fulfilled.”’ 

But 4 days later, on November 7, 1950, Secretary Chapman, without any 
hearing or consultation, in violation of article 24 of the Imperial contract entitling 
it to a hearing, replied (id., p. 1332): 

“Tt is my determination that, within the framework of the foregoing interpre- 
tation of article 23 of the treaty, the only method by which the Department of 
the Interior can assure the necessary ownership, control, and jurisdiction required 
by the treaty (in connection with water deliveries to Mexico) is through the 
operation and maintenance by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Imperial Dam 
and the All-American Canal from Imperial Dam to and including the Pitot Knob 
check and wasteway.” 

This unilateral ‘‘determination,”’ which is contrary to the finding of the Secre- 
tarv of State (Lovett, letter to Hayden, January 11, 1949, hearings, supra, p. 
1325), is the sole treaty basis for the three amendments to the appropriation act 
here involved. 

The Secretary of the Interior is without power, by any self-serving declaration, 
to abrogate the Boulder Canyon Project Act, his Department’s contracts there- 
under, nor the reservations of the Senate to the Mexican water treaty; and an 
appropriations bill is no place for hidden legislation designed, in violation of 
rule XVI of the Senate, to ratify such high-handed usurpation of authority. 

The Interior Department, if it wants to expropriate the rights of the districts 
in the All-American Canal, should seek affirmative legislation in the proper legis- 
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lative committees. That was the course followed by the State Department in 
obtaining enactment of the act of September 13, 1950 (Pub. No. 786, 81st Cong., 
hearings, supra, p. 1331), to authorize condemnation, in a court of law, of the 
properties of Imperial irrigation district on the river between the All-American 
Canal and the Mexican boundary. 

The appropriation bill is no place for legislation in any event, and certainly is 
no place for legislation whose purpose is hidden, whose means are devious, and 
whose result is grossly unfair. 

Rule XVI exists to stop efforts of the departments to get legislation they want 
via their appropriation bills. 

Rule XVI should be enforced and the point of order sustained. 

The amendments should be rejected by the Senate as they were by the House. 


POINT OF ORDER AGAINST REQUESTED SENATE AMENDMENTS 


Mr. Evy. A point of order is raised under rule XVI of the Senate 
against three amendments to the Interior Department appropriation 
bill relating to the All-American Canal. 

The amendments, which we quote in full text, would restore 
language which the House deleted. Before discussing the specific 
amendments, it may be useful to have before us rule XVI of the 
Senate. 

Section 2 of rule XVI provides: 


2. The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation bill 


containing amendments proposing new or general legislation or any restriction on 
the expenditure of the funds appropriated which proposes a limitation not author- 
ized by law if such restriction is to take effect or cease to be effeetive upon the 
happening of a contingency, and if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate 
containing amendments proposing new or general legislation or any such restric- 
tion, a point of order may bé made against the bill, and if the point of order is 
sustained, the bill shall be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations, 


Section 4 of rule XVI provides: 


1. No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received to any 
general appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment not germane or relevant to 
the subject matter contained in the bill be received; nor shall any amendment to 
any item or clause of such bill be received which does not directly relate thereto; 
nor shall any restriction on the expenditure of the funds appropriated which 
proposes a limitation not authorized by law be received if such restriction is to 
take effect or cesae to be effective upon the happening of a contingency; and all 
questions of relevancy of amendments under this rule, when raised, shall be sub- 
mitted to the Senate and be decided without debate; and any such amendment 
or restriction to a general appropriation bill may be laid on the table without 
prejudice to the bill. 


Section 7 of rule XVI provides: 
When a point of order is made against any restriction of the expenditure of 
funds appropriated in a general appropriation bill on the ground that the restric- 


tion violates this rule, the rule shall be construed strictly and, in case of doubt, 
in favor of the point of order. 


THE AMENDMENTS INVOLVED 


The three amendments and their collective effect are as follows: 
And I am now referring to the pages and lines of H. R. 3790, Eighty- 
second Congress, in the Senate print of May 3, 1951. I am assuming 
that the amendments which will be proposed will be identical with 
the language which appeared in the bill as reported by the House 
committee, and was deleted on the floor of the House. 
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I have accordingly keyed those amendments in by page and line 
to the present print of the bill. If they are offered in that form and 
in those places, they will be as follow: 

The first amendment would be at page 14, line 5. It would have 
the effect of making the language of the bill read as follows: 


THE WORDS “‘AND TREATIES”’ 


For carrying out the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation as provided in the 
Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto) and other acts and treaties applicable to that 
Bureau as follows: 


e 


I emphasize ‘‘and treaties.’”’ The words ‘‘and treaties’? appeared 
in the bill as reported by the House committee and were deleted by 
amendment on the floor of the House. The House committee said 
of this language: 

A provision in the bill indicates that the funds are to be available for carrying 
out functions as provided in treaties, but it is to be understood that inclusion of 
the words ‘‘and treaties’’ in the bill is definitely not intended to signify that the 
Congress is determining that any treaty delegates functions or duties to or im- 
poses any obligations upon the Department of the Interior. 


MEXICAN WATER TREATY OBLIGATIONS 
’ ‘But the next item, referred to below, appropriates $291, 000 for a 
purpose which the Reclamation Bureau justifies only as ‘functions,’ 

“duties,” and “obligations,’”’ under the Mexican Water Treaty. 

The words “and treaties’? are new. The House voted to delete 
them. The reservations annexed by the Senate to the Mexican 
Water Treaty explicitly forbid any commitment for expenditures 
“without prior approval of the Congress of the United States.” 

The words ‘and treaties,’ read with the two items next referred 
to, are part of a plan to secure congressional authorization for an 
appropriation of $291,000 for Federal operation of the All-American 
Canal, amending existing law; hence subject to a point of order 


under rule XVI. 
APPROPRIATION OF $291,000 FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The second amendment would appear presumably at page 16, 
line 3, and amount to an increase of $291,000. The language of the 
bill, amended in that fashion, would read: 

For operation and maintenance of reclamation projects or parts thereof and 
of other facilities, as authorized by law * * = *, $15,385,000, of which not to 
exceed $12,883,900 shall be derived from the reclamation fund and not to exceed 
$1,671,000 shall be derived from the Colorado River Dam fund * * ¥*, 


The proposed amendment would restore $291,000 deleted by vote 
of the House. 

The budget, at page 636, disclosed that the $1,671,000 referred to 
is for operation of the Boulder Canyon Exjeet [Hoover Dam], which 
is unobjectionable, but that the re mainder—i. e., the reclamation-fund 
appropriation of $12,883,900—includes an item 1 of $291,000 for oper- 
ation by the United States of the All-American Canal. 
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This $291,000 item is subject to a point of order under rule XVI, 
because— 

The Secretary’s only powers under the Boulder Canyon Project Act relate 
to the storage and delivery of water for use exclusively in the United States, 
whereas this appropriation is justified solely for coverage of water for Mexico; 

2. There is no statutory authorization for any appropriation for operation and 
maintenance of the canal; all costs thereof must be borne, under existing law, by 
local agencies, not the United States; 

3. All appropriations for any purpose in connection with the All-American Canal 
must be made out of the Colorado River Dam fund, not the reclamation fund or 
the general fund of the Treasury; and 

4. The reservations to the Mexican Water Treaty prohibit appropriations for 
purposes not named in Senate reservation (a) to the treaty unless prior authoriza- 
tion by Congress be had. 

As developed below, the cloak and excuse for this unauthorized ap- 
propriation is the false claim of the Reclamation Bureau that the treaty 
requires it to expropriate operation of the canal, which is now vested 
in Imperial irrigation district under existing law and contracts. 

The Department has not sought legislation to authorize such ex- 
propriation. 
PROVISO OPPOSED 


The third amendment which we anticipate the Interior Department 
is requesting this committee to make would appear at page 16, line 13, 
by restoring a proviso which appeared in the bill as reported by the 
House committee, and which was deleted by vote of the House. 

This proviso reads: 

* * * Provided further, That after December 31, 1951, no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be used for payment of the cost of opera- 
tion and maintenance of Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal and appur- 
tenant works to and including Pilot Knot) check and wasteway (engineer station 
1098) for the purpose of diversion or carriage of water for any water user, district, 
or association unless and until arrangements, satisfactory to the Seeretary, shall 
have been made for payment annually to the United States of the part of such 
cost allocable to such water user, district, or association. 


The House committee said of this proviso: 

A provision recommended in the budget has been included in the bill whereby 
no appropriations in the accompanying bill are to be available for the payment of 
the cost of operation and maintenance of Imperial Dam and part of the All- 
American Canal for specified purposes until satisfactory annual payment arrange- 
ments have been made. 


I emphasize that word “until.”’ 
EFFECT OF PROVISO 


The committee was misled. The proviso does the reverse. The 
House voted to delete it. The proviso does not say “until”; it says 
“that after December 31, 1951,” no appropriation shall be aaa for 
payment of cost of operation and maintenance unless new contracts 
are made. Until that date the appropriation is available, implying 
that there is existing authorization for appropriation of $291,000 
from the reclamation fund until then. 

There is none, and the appropriation violates the Senate reservations 
to the Mexican Water Treaty, as well as the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, by directing refusal of water under existing contracts after 
December 31, 1951, unless the holders consent to amend them. 
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PROVISO AMENDS SUBSTANTIVE LAW 


This requirement for amendment of contracts repeals the substan- 
tive provision of existing law with which these contracts are in precise 
accord, and imposes new substantive provisions not authorized by 
existing law. 

PROVISO VIOLATES RULE XVI 


It violates rule XVI of the Senate, which prohibits any proviso in 
an appropriation bill 


to take effect or cease to be effective upon the happening of a contingency. 
SOURCE OF OPERATIVE FUNDS TO DATE 


Senator Haypren. How have funds been derived whereby the All- 
American Canal has been operated and maintained up to date? 

Mr. Exry. Heretofore, the Secretary of the Interior has refrained 
from declaring the canal completed, although it is in fact completed 
and has been serving water for many years, since 1942. He has, 
consequently, treated the cost of operation and maintenance as a 
part of the construction cost; that is, operation during construction. 

Up until the present, the cost of operating the canal has been 
accordingly added to construction funds. That is provided for in 
article 7 of the Imperial Irrigation contract with the United States 
made in December 1932, which provides: 

Any and all costs arising from operation of maintenance of said dam, main 
canal, and appurtenant structures prior to the time that said costs are assumed 
by the district shall be included in the construction cost which the district is 
obligated to pay. 

Senator Haypren. Those costs amount to about how much? 

Mr. Exy. I do not have the figure before me, sir. 

Senator Haypen. Is it something approximating $250,000? 

Mr. Exy. It is of that general order per vear. 

Senator Haypen. The Imperial irrigation district has not been 
required to pay that? 


EFFECT OF DECLARING CANAL COMPLETED 


Mr. Ery. Those amounts have been added to construction costs. 
Had the Secretary declared the canal completed, he would have been 
obligated under the terms of the statute and our contract to do two 
things: 

First, to turn it over to us for operation and maintenance at our 
expense. We would pay out the cash for operation and maintenance. 
Second, by that declaration he would have started the period running 
within which we are to pay annual installments of construction 
charges. 

Senator HaypeNn. If matters remain just exactly as they are in this 
status quo, then, again, the Federal Government will advance the 
funds for operation and maintenance for another year? 

Mr. Exy. As part of the construction costs, which we must repay 
the appropriation bill of a year or two ago contained a provision 
authorizing the utilization of funds paid by Mexico to be applied 
against construction costs, including this operation during construc- 
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tion. Some funds have been derived from that source; and presum- 
ably, if the status quo were maintained such fund would continue to 
be available for that purpose. 

Senator Haypen. Are there enough payments due from Mexico to 
do that? 

Mr. Ery. One of the Reclamation Bureau’s witnesses, I think, said 
that the accruals are of the order of $850,000. How much of it has 
been paid in cash, I do not know. 

Mexico this year is not taking any water through the All-American 
Canal and would not pay anything. Any funds available from 
Mexico are for service of water during previous years. 


PROVISIONS OF EXISTING LAW 


I come now to the provisions of the existing law to which I have 
made preliminary reference. The first of these is the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act, passed by Congress in 1928, That statute authorized 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of the All-American 
Canal in the following terms: 

That, for the purpose of * * * providing for storage and for the delivery 
of the stored waters thereof for reclamation of public lands and other beneficial 
uses exclusively within the United States * * * the Secretary of the Interior, 
subject to the terms of the Colorado River Compact, hereinafter mentioned, is 
hereby authorized to construct, operate, and maintain * * * a main canal 
and appurtenant structures located entirely within the United States connecting 
the Laguna Dam, or other suitable diversion dam, which the Secretary of the 
Interior is hereby authorized to construct if deemed necessary or advisable by him 
upon engineering or economic considerations, with the Imperial and Coachella 
Valleys in California, the expenditures for said main canal and appurtenant 
structures to be reimbursable, as provided in the reclamation law, and shall not be 
paid out of revenues derived from the sale or disposal of water power or electric 
energy at the dam authorized to be constructed at said Black Canyon or Boulder 
Canyon, or for water for potable purposes outside of the Imperial and Coachella 
Valleys: Provided, however, That no charge shall be made for water or for the use, 
storage. or delivery of water for irrigation or water for potable purposes in the 
Imperial or Coachella Valleys; * * * 


FOR USE “EXCLUSIVELY WITHIN THE UNITED STATES” 


I want to direct the committee’s attention specifically to the 
language in section 1 of the act, which read in effect that the Secretary 
of the Interior, subject to the terms of the Colorado River Compact 
hereinafter mentioned, is hereby authorized to construct, operate, 
and maintain a canal for “beneficial uses exclusively within the 
United States.” 

The statute was written deliberately to that end. That it was to 
be an All-American Canal, or was so intended by Congress, not only 
in name but in fact. 


NO AUTHORITY TO DELIVER WATER TO MEXICO 


The Secretary of Interior has, under that statute, no authority 
whatever to deliver water to Mexico or for use of lands in Mexico. 
Whatever authority he claims in that respect must be derived, if at 
all, from the Mexican Water Treaty to which I shall come later. 

You will note also that the statute directs that— 

No charge shall be made for water or for the use, storage, or delivery of water 
for irrigation or water for potable purposes in the Imperial or Coachella Valleys. 
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It is contemplated that these districts should operate the canal 
and pay for the delivery themselves. 


REPAYMENT PROVISIONS 


Senator Haypen. The cost of the storage of water at Boulder Dam 
was in effect a subsidy for irrigation? 

Mr. Ey. That is a matter of terminology. The Imperial irrigation 
district had, and has, rights to the natural flow of the river which 
they had acquired by their own expenditures prior to construction of 
Hoover Dam. 

Under the terms of the Boulder Canyon Project Act the Hoover 
Dam and the All-American Canal were severed as to their financing. 

Senator HaypgEN. The storage of the water which is highly advan- 
tageous to the Imperial irrigation district is performed entirely at the 
expense of the United States and the United States is repaid for that 
cost by the sale of power? 


HOOVER DAM POWER REVENUES DO NOT SUBSIDIZE IRRIGATION 


Mr. Evy. Yes. The financing is severed. The irrigators do not 
pay for the cost of the Hoover Dam, but by the same token, the gener- 
ation of power at Hoover Dam does not provide any funds to sub- 
sidize or pay for irrigation. 

The irrigators who benefit by the All-American Canal were required 
by section 4 (b) of the project act, to agree in advance of construction 
that they would pay back 100 percent the cost of construction, 


operation and maintenance of the All-American Canal. 

Senator Hayprn. The only service that the Government renders 
free to them is the storage of water. If it were not stored, it would 
not be available to them. 

Therefore, it appears to me there is a subsidy to irrigation in that 
respect. 

WATER RIGHTS 


Mr. Evy. From our viewpoint, Mr. Chairman, I realize this is a 
matter of argument, but we had rights to the natural flow prior to 
construction. The same benefits flow to the Yuma project in Arizona 
from the Hoover Dam. 

By the same token neither the Yuma project nor our All-American 
Canal project are subsidized by power revenues from Hoover Dam. 

Senator Haypren. The water available in the dam when you want 
it is made available by reason of the fact that the Federal Government 
built the Hoover Dam. Water is there behind the dam when you 
need it. 

Before you had more water than you wanted at one time and not 
enough at another. That is a very valuable service. I am not object- 
ing to it. Iam simply pointing it out as a fact. 


HOOVER DAM STORAGE BENEFITS JUNIOR APPROPRIATORS 


Mr. Exy. That is a field of discussion that will take some time to 
develop. I appreciate your viewpoint, but I do want to emphasize 
our senior appropriative rights were being interfered with by junior 
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rights; that the Hoover Dam’s primary benefit is for the provision of 
water for these junior appropriators rather than for ourselves, and 
again to emphasize that the irrigators here are not subsidized by 
Hoover Dam power. 

We are permitted by the statute to develop the power possibilities on 
the All-American Canal, but at our own expense, not at Federal 
expense. 

REPAYMENT OF HOOVER DAM COST 


Senator ELLENDER. Do you know how much of the Hoover Dam 
cost was chargeable to navigation? 

Mr. Exy. The statute directed that $25,000,000 be allocated to 
flood as but that money is not written off at all, its repayment is 
postponed. There is no specific allocation to navigation and no write- 
off because of navigation. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it safe to say it is contemplated that the 
entire cost of the Hoover Dam shall be paid from power generated 
at that dam? 

Mr. Evy. That is correct, with some minor revenues from the 
storage of water paid for by the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California which pays 25 cents per acre-foot. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would it also be apropos to say that, as 
Senator Hayden points out, it is true indirectly the Government has 
put up some money to store this water, but vet the storage is primarily 
for the purpose of developing electricity from which the entire dam 
will be paid for? 

Senator Haypen. That is correct. 

Senator ELLenpErR. Then, this All-American Canal, as I understand 
it—the entire cost of dredging it, Gperating and maintaining it—is a 
burden of those who use the water that comes from this dam? 

Mr. Exry. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is not subsidized in any manner by the sale 
of electric power from the Hoover Dam? 

Mr. Exy. You are entirely correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is different from other projects? 

Mr. Evy. Yes. We were required by section 4 (b) of the project 
act to sign contracts with the United States guaranteeing such 
repayment before construction was started. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. I wish all others were in that shape rather than 
for the Government to assume such a large subsidy. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, COLORADO RIVER DAM FUND 


Mr. Ey. We are very proud of our set-up, sir. 

I may say in passing that if the $291,000 appropriation for operation 
and maintenance is defended on the ground it is to be expended from 
the $1,671,000 appropriated from the Colorado River dam fund, at 
page 16, line 5, of the bill despite the earmarking of all that $1,671,000 
for Hoover Dam in the budget, then the prohibition in section 1 of 
the Boulder Canyon Project ‘Act makes it unlawful, because the only 
accretions to the Colorado River dam fund are from these revenues. 

I think the Reclamation Bureau admits that the $291,000 we are 
talking about is a part of the larger figure of $15,385,000, of which 
$12,883,900 is part. The latter amount is to be appropriated out of 
the reclamation fund. 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 1971 


FUND FROM WHICH APPROPRIATIONS CAN BE MADE 


That brings us to the next point, as to which fund appropriations 
for the All-American Canal or Hoover Dam are to be made from, 
Section 2 (a) of the Boulder Canyon Project Act reads: 


There is hereby established a special fund, to be known as the Colorado River 
dam fund (hereinafter referred to as the fund), and to be available, as hereafter 
provided, only for carrying out the provisions of this act. All revenues received 
in carrying out the provisions of this act shall be paid into and expenditures shall 
be made out of the fund, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 


COLORADO RIVER DAM FUND EXCLUSIVE 


We say this denies authority for appropriation from any fund save 
the Colorado River dam fund for operation and maintenance. The 
Boulder Canyon Project Act is special legislation which controls the 
project, and supersedes the general reclamation law in any respect 
for which the project act makes provision. (See sec. 14.) 

For 20 years, no appropriation for operation and maintenance has 
been made for this project from the reclamation fund; all required 
have been from the Colorado River dam fund. 

One of the notable features of this project that makes it self-liqui- 
dating is the creation of the Colorado River dam fund, an entity 
through which must pass all appropriations for construction of Hoover 
Dam and the All-American Canal. 

All repayments from the project go back into that Colorado River 
dam fund as well as all revenues from the project. 

There is no possibility whatever under the statute for the diversion 
of one dime of the funds to be accounted for in the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act to be used as subsidy, such as the interest component, 
about which you have heard a great deal; that is, the interest com- 
ponent of the rates that power users pay for power is in this manner 
safeguarded and directed into the United States Treasury through 
the Colorado River dam fund as interest only, not subsidy. 

It is not applied to subsidize anybody. 


EXPENDITURES FROM RECLAMATION FUND FOR OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE UNLAWFUL 


This appropriation bill in its present form would destroy that 
concept. For the first — it would appropriate money for the 
operation of the Boulder Canyon project, the All-American Canal, 
out of the reclamation fund. That is not sound. That is general 
legislation amending the Boulder Canyon Project Act and it does not 
belong in an appropriation bill. 

Section 2 (c) of the project act provides that: 

Moneys in the fund advanced under subdivision (b) shall be available only 
for expenditures for construction and the payment of interest, during construc- 
tion, upon the amounts so advanced. No expenditures out of the fund shall be 
made for operation and maintenance except from appropriations therefor. 

That is, Congress set up an exclusive method of dealing with this 
specific project. Appropriations for operation and maintenance are 
required. They cannot be paid out of any revolving fund by the 
Secretary to suit his own bookkeeping purposes. Congress must 
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appropriate them. It may appropriate them only out of the Colorado 
River dam fund. 

This bill seeks to appropriate them out of the reclamation fund 
without authorization of law. 


REPAYMENTS FROM COLORADO RIVER DAM FUND 


Section 2 (e) of the project act provides: 


The Secretary of the Interior shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury, at 
the close of each fiscal year, the amount of money in the fund in excess of the 
amount necessary for construction, operation, and maintenance, and payment of 
interest. Upon receipt of each such certificate the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to charge the fund with the amount so certified as repay- 
ment of the advances made under subdivision (b), which amount shall be covered 
into the Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous reeipts. 


DIVERSION OF RECLAMATION FUND 


Senator ELtLeNpER. Aside from the position taken by you that this 
new procedure is contrary to law, would it be possible if we can do it 
the way it is being done now in the bill—there may be a greater diver- 
sion of reclamation funds than otherwise if you let this whole project 
carry itself. 

Is that right? 

Mr. Exy. That is correct. Once you establish the principle that 
this project is not self-contained and operating exclusively within the 
Colorado River dam fund, the barrier is broken down for appeals to 
other funds of the Treasury for operation, construction, subsidies, or 
whatever. 

Senator ELLenpER. What I had in mind was the question of 
subsidy. 

Mr. Evy. We seek no subsidy. We are proud of having a com- 
pletely self-liquidating project. 

Senator ELLENDER. You are not the only one obtaining water from 
that project? 

Mr. Evy. That is correct. 

Senator ELLenpEeR. Once others have their foot in the door, they 
might want to open it a little wider. 

Mr. Evy. Especially those getting the benefit of storage in Hoover 
Dam from projects not built under the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 


IRRIGATION REPAYMENT CONTRACTS 


Section 4 (b) of the project act contained the safeguard I referred 
to earlier. It reads: 


Before any money is appropriated for the construction of said main canal 
(All-American) and appurtenant structures to connect the Laguna Dam with the 
Imperial and Coachella Valleys in California, or any construction work is done 
upon said canal or contracted for, the Secretary of the Interior shall make pro- 
vision for revenues, by contract or otherwise, adequate in his judgment to insure 
payment of all expenses of construction, operation, and maintenanee of said main 
eanal and appurtenant structures in the manner provided in the reclamation law. 


He did so, as I shall describe later. That is our contract. 
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WATER DELIVERY PROVISIONS 


Section 5 of the project act provides: 


That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, under such general 
regulations as he may prescribe, to contraet for the storage of water in said reser- 
voir and for the delivery thereof at such points on the river and on said canal as 
may be agreed upon, for irrigation and domestic uses * * *, Contracts 
respecting water for irrigation and domestic uses shall be for permanent service 
and shall conform to paragraph (a) of section 4 of this act. 

This also the Secretary did. His contract with Imperial was not 
only a repayment contract; it is a contract on its face for permanent 
service, agreeing to deliver water to us immediately above Imperial 
Dam in the river, and that is the bargain we made. That is the 
bargain which this proviso would change by requiring us to agree to 
entirely different terms before we can get that water. 

Senator ELLenperR. In your agreement with Interior were you 
limited to a certain quantity of water? 

Mr. Exy. Yes, sir; I shall come to that when I discuss our contracts. 

Senator ELLeNDER. In other words, I wish you would also discuss 
the probability of the Imperial getting more than it bargained for 
because I believe that is one of the main reasons for this opposition. 

Mr. Evy. I shall be happy to develop that. I hope to reassure you. 


STATUTORY RIGHT TO DEVELOP POWER POSSIBILITIES 


Section 7 of the Project Act reads: 
* * * The said districts or other agencies shall have the privilege at any time 
of utilizing by contract or otherwise such power possibilities as may exist upon said 
canal, in proportion to their respective contributions or obligations toward the 
capital cost of said canal and appurtenant structures from and including the di- 
version works to the point where each respective power plant may be located. 
The net proceeds from any power development on said canal shall be paid into the 
fund and credited to said districts or other agencies on their said contracts, in 
proportion to their rights to develop power, until the districts or other agencies 
using said canal shall have paid thereby and under any contract or otherwise an 
amount of money equivalent to the operation and maintenance expense and cost 
of construction thereof. 


POWER DEVELOPMENT AT IMPERIAL’S EXPENSE 


Our contract does provide that. 

We have developed several of the power drops on the All-American 
Canal at our own expense, not Federal expense. The revenues are 
being applied in exactly that fashion. The net proceeds have been 
paid into the Colorado River Dam fund, notwithstanding the fact 
that the Secretary has not yet declared the canal complete .d and such 
payments are not yet due. 

I want to call your attention to the fact that this is a statutory 
right to develop power. It is confirmed by our contract. When | 
come to the appropriate point I want you to bear in mind that statu- 
tory right, guaranteed to us, as contrasted with the refusal of the 
Department of the Interior to permit us to develop the Pilot Knob 
power plant, which is the key to our entire power development and 
power supply. 


83686—51—pt. 2——48 
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR OPERATION BY IMPERIAL 


Section 10 of the Project Act provided: 


That nothing in this act shall be construed as modifying in any manner the 
existing contract, dated October 23, 1918, between the United States and the 
Imperial Irrigation District, providing for a connection with Laguna Dam; but 
the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to enter into contract or contracts with 
the said district or other districts, persons, or agencies for the construction, in 
accordance with this act, of said canal and appurtenant structures, and also for 
the operation and maintenance thereof, with the consent of the other users. 


There was consequently statutory authority for the Secretary to 
contract with the Imperial irrigation district to operate and maintain 
this canal. He did so, in our contract. 

Senator Haypren. I might say that the contention on the part of 
those interested in the Yuma project in Arizona is that the contract 
made by the Secretary does modify to their detriment the existing 
contract dated October 23, 1918, and that that contract, or a new 
contract, can only be made with the consent of the other users, and 
that they never have consented to the contract. 

Mr. Charles Carson wrote me a letter, and I would like to quote 
from that part of it at this point: 

That section 10 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, which is the sole source of 
the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to make the 1932 contract for the 
Imperial irrigation district, clearly states he is authorized to make such contract 
with the consent of the other users. 

Secretary Wilbur’s memorandum opinion of November 4, 1931, details the 
objections made by other users of water and the proposed users of water through 
the All-American Canal. 

He merely winds up by overruling the protests and he approved 
the contract. 

Mr. Carson says further: 

I did not believe any contract would construe the filing of a protest and the 
overruling of a protest as consent by the protestant. 

Mr. Evy. That, Mr. Chairman, brings us to the map which I have 
just placed before you. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, YUMA PROJECT, ARIZ. 


The Yuma project never had any right in the All-American Canal, 
as such, with respect to operation and maintenance under the statute. 
That is what we are talking about. The statute did not require the 
consent of the Yuma project in the contract the Secretary made with 
Imperial. 

I have just handed you a map and you will note an arrow pointing 
to Laguna Dam. Laguna Dam was built in 1909 by the Reclamation 
Bureau to serve the Yuma project in Arizona. It did so by a canal 
through California territory down to a point about the center of the 
page marked Syphon Drop. 

At this point the water was passed through a power plant and the 
revenue credited to the Yuma project, then the water carried by 
syphon under the Colorado River to Arizona, but a considerable 
portion of that water was not sent into Arizona at all under that 
arrangement. The larger portion was not required for irrigation in 
Arizona and such was wasted into the river. 
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LAGUNA DAM, ARIZ. 


In 1918, 9 years after Laguna Dam was built, Imperial irrigation 
district was trying desperately to work out an arrangement for an 
All-American Canal to replace the old Alamo canal, which traversed 
Mexican territory for some 60 miles to reach Imperial Valley. As 
part of that effort the district made an agreement with the United 
States that in consideration for the right to connect this proposed 
All-America Canal to the existing Laguna Dam, built 9 years 
earlier, the district would pay the United States $1,600,000, which is 
substantially the whole cost of the Laguna Dam. We have done so. 
We have paid the $1,600,000 as section 10 of the project act con- 
templated we would, and as our contract requires us to do, although 
we have never connected with Laguna Dam and have not had one 
cent of usefulness from it, except to the extent that the existence of 
that dam may have facilitated and saved expense in the construction 
of Imperial Dam which is the dam we do divert from. 

While I am on that subject and before discussing the terms of the 
All-American Canal contracts, | might trace out for you the physical 
features that have been referred to in the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 


IMPERIAL DAM 


Starting at the upper right-hand corner is Imperial Dam some five 
miles above Laguna Dam. This is the point of diversion for the 
All-American Canal to California and it was subsequently made the 
point of diversion, on the Arizona side, for the Gila project main canal. 


SYPHON DROP 


We were required in the 1932 contract, to which I am about to refer, 
not only to continue to pay the $1,600,000, the entire cost of Laguna 
Dam, but instead of the Yuma project continuing to take its water 
from Laguna Dam down to Syphon Drop through the old canal, we 
were required to provide 2,000 second-feet of capacity in the All- 
American Canal from Imperial Dam down to Syphon Drop without 
cost to the Yuma project. 

We obligated ourselves to pay for Yuma’s capacity on the premise 
asserted by the Reclamation Bureau that somehow or other the 
construction of Imperial Dam was going to interfere with the Yuma 
project’s diversion at Laguna Dam and the transportation of their 
water through their old canal down to Syphon Drop. 

We had to provide a substitute method of carriage of that water. 

T am told that the cost of providing that capacity is about $1,500,000 
which appears in and as a part of our repayment obligation. 

That two thousand second-feet is delivered under our contract 
through the Syphon Drop power plant. The Syphon Drop power 
plant receives two thousand second-feet and then passes on the aver- 
age about four hundred second-feet under the river to the Yuma 
project in Arizona. 

The remainder is wasted back into the river. 

Senator ELLenpgER. Is that by means of a pipe underneath the river? 

Mr. Evy. A syphon under the river. 

Senator ELLenpER. Is that there now? 
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Mr. Exry. Yes. It was built as part of the Yuma project when 
Laguna Dam was built. 

Senator ELLenpER. Who paid for that? 

Mr. Ery. We did not. It is an Arizona project. 

Senator Haypen. It is charged against the Yuma project. 

Mr. Exy. The whole 2,000 second-feet generates power for the 
benefit of the Yuma project. Our construction of the All-American 
Canal increased the power head some 22 feet for the Yuma project 
without cost to them. 

It tripled the power head available to the Yuma project, and that 
is one of several advantages they got out of our contract without a 
penny of expense to Yuma. The value of that increase in the power 
head is probably of the order of fifty thousand dollars or sixty thousand 
dollars per year. Reckoned over a period of 40 years this runs into a 
substantial sum of money, on the order of $2 million all at no cost to 
Yuma. 

The canal has a capacity of 15,155 second-feet from Imperial Dam 
to Syphon Drop, at which point its capacity is decreased two thousand 
second-feet. That is the quantity turned over to the Syphon Drop 
power plant. 

It continues with a capacity of 13,155 second-feet down to Pilot 
Knob, which is the next point to which | direct your attention. 


PILOT KNOB CANAL DIVERSION 


At Pilot Knob the canal turns abruptly away from the river and 
parallels the Mexican boundary to carry water to the Lmperial Valley 
and the Coachella Valley. 

At Pilot Knob, on land owned by the Imperial irrigation district 
and not by the United States, it is proposed that the Imperial irriga- 
tion district build a power plant at its own expense to pass surplus 
water from the All-American Canal back into the Colorado River in 
identically the same fashion that the government for the Yuma project 
passes surplus water back to the river below the Syphon Drop power 
plant. This was contemplated in section 7 of the Project Act and is 
specifically confirmed in our 1932 contract. 

The remainder of the water is to be carried through a canal with a 
capacity of 10,155 second-feet west into California for the benefit of 
the Imperial irrigation district, the Coachella County water district, 
and the city of San Diego. 


STRUCTURES CONTROLLING DELIVERIES TO MEXICO 


While we have this map before us, I might as well point out the 
structure marked by the arrow “Hanlon Heading Control Gate fer 
Mexico,” and the structure marked with an arrow, ‘Rockwood 
Heading,” a spillway to the river for water not required for the Alamo 
canal. 

This area is the so-called Andrade area owned by the Imperial 
irrigation district and which, prior to construction of the All-Ameri- 

can Canal, constituted the control and head works for the Alamo caral 
built at American expense and traversing through Mexico before 
coming back into the United States again, as shown by the dotted lines 
on this map, some 60 miles west of the river. 
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The purpose of the All-American Canal is to avoid that diversion 
and route through Mexico to Imperial Valley and to substitute an 
All-American supply. 


FUNCTIONING OF ANDRADE WORKS 


These structures at Andrade are so designed that the water may be 
taken from the river through the Rockwood heading into the pool 
that you see above Hanlon heading, but the quantity of water 
passing into Mexico through the Alamo canal is controlled by the 
Hanlon heading. 

In like manner the waters coming out of the All-American canal 
and through the Pilot Knob power plant come into that same pool. 

Whoever owns and controls the Rockwood gate and the Hanlon 
heading may decide whether the waters coming out of the Pilot 
Knob power plant flow out through the Rockwood gate into the 
Colorado River, or through the Alamo canal into Mexico, or what 
part is to flow into the river and what part into Mexico through the 
Alamo canal and Hanlon heading. 


STATE DEPARTMENT TO OWN ANDRADE WORKS 


That is the physical situation which is very important when we 
come to a consideration of the Mexican Water Treaty because, as 
I shall demonstrate when we reach that point, the State Department, 
following the procedure contemplated by the treaty, has secured 
legislation under which it is to either purchase from us or condemn 
this area embraced by the Rockwood gate, Hanlon heading and the 
Alamo canal, with the result that all of the water which reaches the 
Mexican border will reach the border under the exclusive control of 
the United States Government. This is true whether the water 
reaches the border by following the natural channel of the river, 
or by coming down through the All-American Canal and being re- 
leased back into the pool between the Rockwood gate and the Hanlon 
heading through the Pilot Knob power plant. 

In any circumstances, by any route, water reaches the boundary 
by coming into a pool there, at and above the boundary which is 
owned and controlled by the United States, and not by the Imperial 
irrigation district. 


STATE DEPARTMENT CONTROLS ALL DELIVERIES TO MEXICO 


It consequently makes not one iota of difference in the adminis- 
tration of the Mexican Water Treaty whether the water comes down 
the natural river channel, comes through an All-American Canal 
operated by the Imperial Valley, or comes through an All-American 
Canal operated by the Interior Department. 

In anv event, it comes into a pool owned and controlled by the 
American section of the International Boundary and Water Com- 
mission and Imperial irrigation district has no control whatever over 
the Rockwood gate and the Hanlon heading under that arrangement 
when the State Department consummates it. 

We cannot determine, we cannot control, the quantity of water 
flowing into Mexico through the Alamo canal once the State Depart- 
ment puts this scheme into operation. 
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ALAMO CANAL 


Senator ELLENpER. The Alamo canal was built when? 

Mr. Exy. It was built beginning in 1895. It was placed in opera- 
tion in 1901 and it was through this Alamo canal that the river broke 
in the famous break of 1905-6, following the course of gravity into the 
Imperial Valley. 

As you will recall, that break was closed with great difficulty. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it now in operation? 

Mr. Exy. The Alamo canal is now in operation. 

Senator ELLENDER. At whose expense was that built? 

Mr. Ery. At the expense of the American farmers in the Imperial 
Valley who sold bonds, raised bond money and spent that money in 
Mexico to construct the Alamo canal. 

Senator ELLENpDER. The Alamo canal finally reached the Imperial 
Valley by going through Mexico? 

Mr. Evy. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. Is it now serving farms in Mexico? 

Mr. Exy. Buy its use in Old Mexico; but not through the upper end 
of it. 

MORELOS DAM 


The water for Mexican land is now being diverted from a new dam 
constructed on the river by the International Boundary Water Com- 
mission, under the terms of the Mexican Water Treaty, called the 
Morelos Dam, which is about 1 mile below the boundary. 

Senator ELLENDER. Someone stated a few davs ago that the 
Mexican Government would. in all probability, build its own canal, 
and, therefore, there would be no necessity for this so-called treaty 
operation. 

Mr. Exy. That is a distinct possibility. The Morelos Dam is built. 
It diverts water directly into the Alamo canal. It is questionable 
whether the Mexicans will desire to incur any financial obligation 
for delivery of water through the All-American Canal and the Alamo 
canal when they can divert it themselves at but a slightly lower 
elevation, by using their Morelos Dam. 

Senator ELLENDER. Does this Alamo canal form part of the treaty 
between us and old Mexico? 

Mr. Exry. Not within Mexico. The headworks, the Hanlon heading, 
and the Rockwood gate are covered by the treaty. 


CONTRAST BETWEEN ATTITUDES OF STATE AND INTERIOR DEPARTMENTS 


Let me emphasize a point I am trying to make. 

Under the Mexican Water Treaty the State Department has con- 
strued the authorization of the treaty as being such as to require it 
to come to Congress to get an act of authorization to purchase or 
condemn the Alamo canal, Hanlon heading, and the Rockwood gate, 
notwithstanding the fact those structures are to be used entirely for 
treaty purposes and are specifically mentioned in the treaty; whereas, 
the Interior Department seeks authority without legislation to con- 
fiscate Imperial’s rights in the All-American Canal in the claimed dis- 
charge of treaty functions, although the canal is to be used only in 
minor part, if at all, in connection with the tre: ity, and although under 
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the reservations of the treaty to which I shall refer, the Interior De- 
partment has no legislative authority to operate it. 


ABROGATION OF IRRIGATION CONTRACTS BY APPROPRIATION AMENDMENT 


The one Department has come to Congress to get authorization in 
a legislative act, which was proper. That is the State Department. 
The other Department is seeking its authorization by means of lan- 
guage under the appropriation bill, the express purpose of which is to 
break the existing contract of the Imperial irrigation district. That 
is the Interior Department. 

I come to the provisions of that contract now. 


SUMMARY OF CONTRACT 


Pursuant to the statutory direction of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, the Secretary of the Interior entered into contracts with the Im- 
perial irrigation district, December 1, 1932 (H. Doe. No. 717, p. A595), 
- Coachella Valley County water district, October 15, 1934 (id., 

A633), and the city of San Diego, October 2, 1934 (id., p. A671). 

“These contracts would be abrogated, as shown below, by enforce- 
ment of the proposed provisio the Bureau asks to be inserted in the 
appropriation bill at page 16, line 13; that is the exact purpose of the 
proviso, as will be shown by quotations from the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

AGREEMENT BY UNITED STATES TO CONSTRUCT 


In these contracts, in consideration of the repayment and other 
obligations assumed by the districts, the United States agreed 
references are to the Imperial contract—to construct Imperial Dam 
and the All-American Canal (art. 7, H. Doc. 717, pp. A596—7), and 
upon completion of construction to transfer operation and maintenance 
of the works to the district. 

In article 7 the capacities of the canal were spelled out. The 
United States agreed it would not diminish or change those capacities 
without the consent of the Imperial irrigation district. 

The language of the proviso proposed to be inserted in the appro- 
priation bill now before vou would enable the Secretary of Interior 
to diminish the capacity available to us without our consent. 


AGREEMENT BY DISTRICT TO OPERATE 


Article 8 of our contract provides: 


* * * The district shall at its own cost and without expense to the United 


States care for, operate, and maintain the same (All-American Canal) in such 
manner that such works shall remain in as good and efficient condition and of 
equal capacity for the diversion, transportation, and distribution of water as 
when received from the United States, reasonable wear and damage by the 
elements excepted. * * * After the care, operation and maintenance of the 
aforesaid works have been assumed by the district, the district shall save the 
United States, its officers, agents, and emplovees harmless as to any and all 
injury and damage to persons and property which may arise out of the care, 
operation, and maintenance thereof. 


You will note that the district is to pay these costs; no Federal 
appropriation is required. 
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COST OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Article 13 provides: 


Each agency other than the district for which capacity is provided in the works 
to be constructed hereunder shall bear such proportionate part of the cost of 
operation and maintenance (including repairs and replacements) of the component 
parts thereof and of the Laguna Dam as may be determined by the Secretary to 
be equitable and just, but not less than an amount in proportion to the total 
amount as are the relative capacities provided in each component part for such 
ageney and for all other agencies, including the district. 


CHOICE MADE BY YUMA PROJECT 


The Yuma project elected not to contract for any part of the 
obligation to repay construction costs. The Yuma project assumed 
no obligation with respect to the All-American Canal. It is not a 
“user.”’ 

We built capacity at our expense, not theirs, to carry water for them 
down to Syphon drop, a free privilege which ‘the Project Act did not 
give. They have no interest in its operation, and have no veto power 
over our contract. 


DECREASE IN WATER ALLOTMENT CONTRA TO CONTRACT TERMS 


Senator ELtutenper. Is it your fear that present capacity that is 
allowed to go through to the Imperial irrigation district may be 
decreased? 

Mr. Ety. That is the intent of the Secretary of the Interior, to 
diminish such capacity. 

Senator ELLENDER. What would be his reason for doing that? To 
divert it somewhere else? 

Mr. Ey. The Secretary wishes, in effect, to take over the operation 
of the canal, to expropriate a part of the capacity we are paying for 
and obligated to pay for from Imperial Dam to Pilot Knob, claiming 
that capacity he is taking from us is for use under the Mexican Water 
Treaty. 

It is solely on the claim that he needs that capacity and will use it 
to deliver water to Mexico, that he seeks to break our contract. 

Senator Ex_tenper. Is there any demand from Mexico in that 
respect? 

Mr. Evy. Not that we have heard of. We shall come later to 
the State Department’s position that no such expropriation is neces- 
sary; that we may operate the canal under State Department regu- 
lation. 

We proposed, formally, to operate the canal without cost to Mexico, 
to deliver the water whenever the State Department tells us, to 
deliver to the State Department in the pool above Hanlon heading, 
without any cost whatsoever to Mexico. The State Department 
found that proposal satisfactory. 

Senator ELLENDER. Do you anticipate any other diversion of that 
water than to Mexico? 

Mr. Evy. Not from the All-American Canal. 

Senator ELLeNpEeR. I mean the water that goes into the All- 
American Canal? 
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PILOT KNOB POWER PLANT DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Ey. No, sir. 

There is involved here the extremely important point of our right 
to develop the Pilot Knob power site which will be served in part by 
water which then passes through the Alamo canal and on down to 
Mexico under control of the State Department. 


TRANSPORT OF WATER FOR YUMA PROJECT 


Article 15 of the contract, as I have mentioned, requires the district 
to transport water through the All-American Canal for the Yuma 
project. 

It says: 

The diversion, transportation, and delivery of water for the Yuma 
project as aforesaid shall be without expense to the United States or its successors 
in control of said project, as to capital investment required to provide facilities 
for such diversion and transportation of water, except such checks, turn-outs 
and other structures required for delivery froin said canal. 

The Yuma project bears none of the capital costs of bringing the 
water through the All-American Canal. 

Again, no Federal appropriation is required. 


DELIVERY OF WATER BY THE UNITED STATES 


Article 17 contains the promise of the United States to deliver water 
to the district in the river at Imperial Dam for diversion and trans- 
portation by the district, and the convenant required of the Govern- 


ment by section 5 of the Project Act, that this contract shall be for 
permanent service. This covenant is abrogated by the proviso pro- 
posed for insertion in the 1952 appropriation bill at page 11, line 13, 
directing that no water be diverted or carried unless these contracts 
are superseded by new ones delegating ‘diversion and carriage’’ to 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and requiring the districts to pay the 
United States therefor, instead of paying such costs themselves. 

The right to control their own water supply, to divert and carry 
their own water, is the lifeblood of these districts and the reason for 
their incurring the heavy debt for construction of the All-American 
Canal in these contracts. 


QUANTITY OF WATER 


Senator Ellender asked as to the quantity of water that the United 
States undertakes to deliver to us and whether we might, by some 
device, Increase that quantity. 

I assured him we cannot. The provisions with respect to quantities 
of water appear in this article 17. Article 17 provides: 


The United States shall, from storage available in the reservoir created by 
Hoover Dam deliver to the district each vear at a point in the Colorado River 
immediately above Imperial Dam, so much water as may be necessary to supply 
the distriet a total quantity, ' including all other waters diverted for 
use Within the distriet from the Colorado River, in amounts and with priorities 

accordance with the recommendation of the chief of the division of water 
resources of the State of California as follows: 

Subject to availability thereof for use in California under the Colorado River 
compact and the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 
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The waters of the Colorado River available for use within the State of California 
under the Colorado River compact and the Boulder Canyon project shall be 
apportioned to the respective interests below named, and in amounts and with 
priorities therein named and set forth as follows: 


And there follows a table, in 12 sections, setting up 7 priorities for 
use in California. All are subject to the availability of water under 
the Colorado River compact and the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 


EFFECT OF COLORADO RIVER COMPACT 


Senator ELLenpeR. Am I right in saying this: That under the 
compact between the States each State was to be allocated a certain 
proportion of this water and that the water that is allocated to 
California in this instance is then distributed by the Commissioner 
in a fixed proportion? 

Mr. Evy. The pattern differs from what you describe because the 
Colorado River compact does not allocate water to each State indi- 
vidually, but only makes a division as between two basins, the upper 
basin and the lower basin. 

The upper basin comprises parts of the States of Utah, Colorado, 
New Mexico, Wyoming, and Arizona, and the lower basin constitutes 
parts of the States of California, Nevada, Arizona, and Utah. 

Senator ELLENDER. As to this lower basin consisting of three States, 
the commissioners of the respective States distribute the water that 
is allocated to these States? 

Mr. Ety. The pattern again is somewhat different. There has 
been no agreement as between Arizona, California, and Nevada, upon 
the division of the waters available to the lower basin as a whole. 

Senator ELLENDER. I am just wondering if it were possible to divert 
more water to one section than the other. Is it not more or less fixed? 


EFFECT OF CALIFORNIA LIMITATION ACT 


Mr. Evy. Yes; by the terms of the California Limitation Act and 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act, with respect to California. 

In 1928, when the Boulder Canyon Project Act authorizing the 
construction of Hoover Dam and the All-American Canal and ap- 
proving the Colorado River compact was up for debate, Arizona had 
not ratified the compact, and opposed it. 

In order to provide an alternative to seven-State ratification of the 
compact which then appeared impossible, Congress provided that in 
the alternative the compact might become effective as a six-State 
agreement, if California and five other States should ratify it and if in 
addition California should pass an act corresponding to the language 
in section 4 (a) of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, limiting Cali- 
fornia’s use of water—California enacted such an act. It constitutes 
a compact between the Legislature of California and the Congress of 
the United States. It limits California to certain quantities of water 

To get into a detailed discussion of that takes us into the field of 
controversy between Arizona and California, which I will develop if 
you wish, but it will take time. 


ALLOCATION OF WATER UNDER COMPACT 


Senator ELLtenperR. Due to my ignorance of these compacts, it 
may be that I am unable to ask the proper questions. 
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But the thing that I would like to find out is whether or not it is 
possible to dispel in the minds of the Arizonians the fear they may 
not get their proper share of this water and that all of it may go to 
the Imperial Valley? 

Mr. Ety. I shall try to dispel that. 

Our All-American Canal contract provides in article 17 that— 
This contract is made upon the express condition and with the express covenant 
that the district and the United States shall observe and be subject to and con- 
trolled by said Colorado River compact in the construction and management 
and operation of Hoover Dam, Imperial Dam, All-American Canal and all the 
other works, and the storage, diversion, and use of water for the generation of 
power, irrigation, and other purposes. 

There is, consequently, no way on earth by which through the opera- 
tion of the All-American Canal we may increase the obligation of the 
upper basin States under the Colorado River compact. 

They are completely protected by the compact. Also, in respect 

» Arizona, California is bound by the California Limitation Act. 

The California allocation of water for use in the All-American 
Canal is subject to the Limitation Act. 

Senator ELLENpER. Is this an act of Congress? 

Mr. Evy. The Limitation Act was enacted by the California 
Legislature in response to the requirement of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could that not be changed by the California 
Legislature? 

Mr. Exry. Only with the consent of Congress. It is a compact 
between the two legislatures. Under the terms of that, California is 


limited with respect to the quantity of water it may use in California. 
That was its purpose. 

We have abided by it and will abide by it. There is a dispute 
between Arizona and California as to the el tation of the bargain 
so made between Congress and the California Legislature. That is 
one of the issues on which we seek to get into the Supreme Court to 
have determined by that Court. 


OPERATION OF CANAL CANNOT ENLARGE RIGHT TO WATERS 
OF COLORADO RIVER 


But the question of who operates the All-American Canal does not 
bear upon that point at all because whatever water we use is subject 
to the right of California when finally decreed by the Supreme Court 
as to what we may lawfully take and use under the California Lim- 
itation Act. 

We are eager to submit that to the Supreme Court. Whether we 
operate the canal or whether the Interior Department operates it, we 
cannot enlarge the right which the Supreme Court will say we have 
to waters of the Colorado River. 


PHYSICALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO DELIVER WATER TO MEXICO 


There is frequently spread abroad the idea that somehow or other 
our operation of the canal will enable us to deliver water into Mexico; 
that there is some mysterious factor at work here which makes us 
want to operate the canal for some concealed purpose of delivering 
more water into Mexico, somehow or other, and getting paid for it, 
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and that, somehow or other, the operation of the Pilot Knob power 
plant would bring that about. 

That tale is completely fallacious. All of the water that goes 
through the Pilot Knob power plant comes into the hands and the 
control of the State Department before such water reaches the 
boundary. The State Department has a statute under which it is 
authorized to acquire our works along the boundary or condemn such 
works if we cannot agree upon the terms of purchase. 

\ll of the water that passes through the All-American Canal and 
the Pilot Knob plant comes into the State Department’s hand. 
There is not any tunnel, any siphon, or any device by which, if we 
wanted to, we could get water over to Mexico, except through the 
hands of the International Water Boundary Commission of the State 
Department. That is what the treaty is for—to control the deliveries 
to Mexico. 

Notwithstanding the existence of the treaty, some people still find 
objection to our operating the Pilot Knob power plant and the All- 
American Canal. 

Senator ELLenpeER. If you were able to give more water to Mexico, 
you would be caught up with, oa you not? 

Mr. Exy. Of course. We do not control the valve that delivers 
water into Mexico. The State Department does. 


CONTRACT PROHIBITS SUCH DELIVERIES TO MEXICO 


Furthermore, all of this argument against our operation was 
illusory even before the treaty existed because article 17 of Imperial’s 
1932 contract says: 

* * * water shall not be diverted, transported, or carried by or through the 
works to be constructed hereunder for any agency other than the district, except 
by written consent of the Secretary. 

Article 17 also provides that: 

This contract is for permanent service. 


Also that it is subject oe the condition that the operation of Hoover 
Dam and the Boulder Canyon Reservoir shall be subject to the 
compact and the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

Our contract gives us specifically the right to carry excess water 
through the All-American Canal, dump it back through the Pilot Knob 
power plant and into the pool, now to be owned and controlled by the 
State Department, for the generation of power. That was statutory. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, BOULDER CANYON PROJECT ACT 


Because of the shortness of time I shall not read all the provisions 
of our contract, but shall pass now to the summary of effect of the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

First, any claim of authority of the Secretary, derived from section 1 
of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, is subject to the limitation that the 
construction and use of works under that act must be for ‘beneficial 
uses exclusively within the United States.” The Secretary of the 
Interior has no authority under that act to carry water for Mexico. 
He seeks to get that authority in this appropriation bill. 

Second, the provisions of section 1 of the act must be read in the light 
of and subje ct to the provisions of section 10 thereof. Section 10 gave 
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the Secretary of the Interior the authority to contract with the 
Imperial irrigation district for the operation and maintenance of the 
canal. 

That is part of the bargain which we made. 

Third, any appropriation for the operation of the canal would have 
to be made from the Colorado Dam fund and not from the reclamation 
fund. 

There is no authorization whatever for appropriations for such 
operation out of the reclamation fund. 

On that ground alone the appropriation is subject to a point of 
order under rule XVI of the Senate. The basic point is the fact that 
there is no authority in the Project Act for the Secretary to carry 
water through the canal for Mexico. He must carry it only for use 
within the United States. 

Consequently, there is no authority for appropriation for operation 
and maintenance to carry water except for use within the United 
States. 


SECRETARY HAS NO POWER TO OPERATE CANAL UNDER TREATY 


I will come now to the Mexican Water Treaty. That treaty was 
ratified by the Senate in April 1945. Article 23 of the treaty, which 
is relied upon by the Secretary of the Interior, gives no authority to 
the United States to violate the provisions of the 1932 contract 
between the Secretary of the Interior and the Imperial irrigation 
district. 

That article authorized the United States to acquire under appro- 


priate legislation, in accordance with domestic laws certain works 
necessary to effectuate the provisions of the treaty. No domestic 
law authorizes him to operate. Such legislation cannot be effectuated 
in an appropriation bill, and article 23 is subject anvhow to the Senate 
reservations to which I shall come. 

A protocol to the treaty provides, as to works wholly in one country 
to be used only partly for the performance of treaty provisions, that— 
functions, ineluding the construction, operation, and maintenance of said works, 
shall be performed and carried out by the Federal agencies of the country which 
now or hereafter may be authorized by domestic law to construct, or to operate 
and maintain, such works, 


PROTOCOL TO TREATY DOES NOT AUTHORIZE OPERATION 


The Secretary of the Interior is not now authorized to operate and 
maintain the All-American Canal. He is not authorized to carry 
water to Mexico under domestic law. He has not sought such 
authority. He cannot be so authorized in an appropriation bill, as 
I understand Senate rule XVI. 


SENATE RESERVATIONS 


The Senate adopted three reservations to the treaty bearing on this 
matter, on April 18, 1945. The first of them, in effect, provided that 
no works other than those specifically provided for in the treaty may 
be constructed or expenditures made by the United States without 
prior approval of Congress ; 
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The second of them provided that all the powers exercised under the 
treaty shall be subject to the statutory and constitutional controls and 
processes and the third, that no provision of the treaty or protocol 
shall be construed to give authority to the United States, directly or 
indirectly, to alter or control the distribution of water to users within 
the territorial limits of the United States. These appear in full in the 
statement I have filed for your record. 

The impact of these reservations, when read in the light of the 
requirement of section 1 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, that all 
authority derived from that act must be for beneficial uses exclusively 
within the United States, is such as to clearly demonstrate that there 
is no prior authorization of Congress for an appropriation for the 
operation and maintenance of the canal by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


RESERVATION (A) TO THE TREATY 


Thus reservation (a) provides as follows: 

(a) That no commitment for works to be built by the United States in whole 
or in part at its expense, or for expenditures by the United States, other than 
those specifically provided for in the treaty, shall be made by the Secretary of 
State of the United States, the Commissioner of the United States Section of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission, the United States Section of 
said Commission, or any other officer or employee of the United States, without 
prior approval of the Congress of the United States. It is understood that the 
works to be built by the United States, in whole or in part at its expense, and the 
expenditures by the United States, which are specifically provided for in the 
treaty, are as follows: 

The works thereafter enumerated do not include any reference 
whatever to the All-American Canal. 

Reservation (a) is thus like-rule XVI in prohibiting any commit- 
ment for expenditure without prior approval by the Congress. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT’S PURPOSE 


Here is disclosed the adroit and hidden purpose of the Interior 
Department in asking the Senate to restore the language deleted by 
the House: 

For carrying out the functions of the Bureau of Reclamation as provided 
* %* * in treaties applicable to that Bureau. 

The Treaty is “applicable to that Bureau’’ but under reservation 
(a) no appropriation is lawful unless “prior approval of the Congress 
is given’’; and so now “‘treaties’’ is sought to be added to the language 
of the : appropriation bill as a back-door ‘ ‘prior approval.” This pur- 
pose is exposed by reading this with page 15, line 25: 

For operation and maintenance of reclamation projects or parts thereof and of 
other facilities as authorized by law. 

Add to this pattern the hidden item of $291,000, part of the $15,385,000 
proposed at page 16, line 3, for operation of the All-American Canal, 
and the proviso prohibiting delivery of water after December 31, 1951, 
under existing contracts, i. e., under existing law which authorized 
those contracts, and the picture is complete: a “mandate from Con- 
gress”’ for operation of the canal as “functions * * * provided in 
> © * treaties” thus ‘ ‘authorized by law” thus constituting ‘‘prior 
approval of the Congress”’ for the self- contained but concealed appro- 
priation of $291,000 for this purpose and a like burden on the Treasury 
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forever, unless, under the duress of the proviso cutting off water 8 
months from now under contracts, which Congress said in 1928 should 
be for “permanent service,” the districts violate their contracts, sur- 
render control of their water rights, and agree to pay the United States 
for controlling them. 


WORDS ‘“‘AND TREATIES” IN BILL 


Senator HaypEN. The word “‘treaties’”’ can be left out because the 
treaty is the law. 
Mr. Evy. Thank you, sir. 


RESERVATION (B) TO THE TREATY 


Reservation (b) of the Senate to the Mexican Water Treaty is also 
explicit: 

(b) Insofar as they affect persons and property in the territorial limits of the 
United States, the powers and functions of the Secretary of State of the United 
States, the Commissioner of the United States Section of the International 
Boundary and Water Commission, the United States Section of said Commission, 
and any other officer or emplovee of the United States, shall be subject to the 
statutory and constitutional controls and processes. 


The Boulder Canyon Project Act is one of the “statutory controls 
and processes” which this unlawful appropriation and proviso would 
violate in disregard of reservation (b), and the fifth amendment to the 
Constitution, a ‘‘constitutional control,’’ would be flouted by the 
abrogation, under this proviso, of the Government’s promise of 
“permanent service’ of water which would be abruptly shut. off 
December 31, 1951, unless the constitutional protection of the con- 
tract is surrendered. 


RESERVATION (C) TO THE TREATY 


Reservation (¢) says: 


That nothing contained in the treaty or protocol shall be construed as author- 
izing the Seeretary of State of the United States, the Commissioner of the United 
States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission, or the 
United States section of said Commission, directly or indirectly to alter or con- 
trol the distribution of water to users within the territorial limits of any of the 
individual States. 


PROTOCOL TO TREATY 


The sole source of authority for the Secretary of the Interior under 
the treaty is found in the protocol dated November 14, 1944, House 
Document 717, Eightieth Congress, page A879. This protocol 
itself is subject to the Senate reservations, which I have read. It 
merely delegated certain of the powers which were given by the treaty 
to the respective sections of the International Boundary and Water 
Commission to: 


Federal agencies of that country which now or hereafter may be authorized by 
domestic law to construct, or to operate and maintain, such works. 
As reservation (c) forbade the Commission to “alter or control the 
distribution of water,” and as, at most, the Secretary of the Interior 
got via the protocol only such power as the American section had 
under the treaty, it follows that the Secretary of the Interior, like the 
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American section, is forbidden to alter or control the distribution of 
water to users within the United States. 


- 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT WOULD VIOLATE RESERVATIONS 


The proposed amendments of the appropriation bill do “alter the 
distribution of water to users within the territorial limits of any of the 
individual States,” by divesting the Imperial irrigation district of the 
operation and control of its water supply. 

That is the whole purpose of the proposed proviso. 

The proposed amendments thus constitute new legislation amending 
the Senate reservations to the Mexican Water Treaty and for that 
reason violate rule XVI of the Senate. 

Senator ELLeENpER. Will you tell us how the Department of the 
Interior could divert these waters except to comply with the treaty 
with Mexico? 

Mr. Ey. That is the only use, the only announced reason for taking 
our capacity. 

Senator ELLenpeER. | understand that, but can you imagine any 
other way by which they could divert the water except to comply 
with the treaty’s obligations that we have with Mexico? 

Mr. Evy. No, sir. I think that is the only authority, but they also 
seek to divert additional water for power development at Pilot Knob. 

Actually the story is older than the three reservations. In 194] 
the Interior Department published a document indicating that it 
intended to operate the All-American Canal and that it intended to 
develop Pilot Knob power site. The treaty was just a convenient 
method of carrying out what the Bureau desired, long antedating 
the treaty. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you say that was the nub of the whole 
argument you have just been talking about, that is, the operation of 
this power? 

Mr. Evy. In part. 

Senator ELLtenper. I mean as far as you are concerned? 


OFFER OF IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT TO STATE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. E.y. Two things are essential to us, the operation of our own 
water supply and the right to construct and operate Pilot Knob 
power plant. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you say that the latter would be No. 1? 

Mr. Evy. No; I can’t say that it is. The control of our water 
supply is essential to us, subject to State Department regulation, of 
course. 

The Secretary of State has determined that the Mexican Water 
Treaty does not require either (1) operation of the All-American Canal 
by the United States or (2) abrogation of the district’s contracts, as 
proposed in the appropriation bill. 

On December 2, 1947, the Imperial irrigation district presented to 
Secretary of State Marshall a proposal for operation and mainte- 
nance of the All-American Canal by the district under its existing 
contract but subject to the State Department’s control, and without 
cost either to the United States or Mexico. I refer to the hearings, 
House Appropriations Committee, Interior Department appropriation 
bill for fiscal year 1952, page 1317. 
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POSITION OF STATE DEPARTMENT 


On August 4, 1948, the Department of State replied, in a letter 
cleared with the Departments of Interior and Justice, accepting the 
proposal in principle, stating that such operation— 


would be possible under certain circumstances without violating the treaty. 


On January 11, 1949, Secretary Marshall, through Assistant 
Secretary Lovett, wrote Senator Hayden, endeavoring to reassure him 
as to some of these points and said: 


The view was thereafter reached that if the United States should retain owner- 
ship of the Imperial and Laguna Dams and the part of the All-American Canal 
under reference, permitting the district to operate these works under rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the United States with provision that the operation 
and maintenance thereof could be taken over by the United States at any time, 
with or without notice, the degree of control contemplated by article 23 of the 
treaty would be retained and the obligations of the United States under the treaty 
could be fulfilled. The Department consulted in this regard with the Department 
of Justice, the Department of the Interior, and the United States Section of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission, and it was the consensus of these 
interested Government agencies that the proposals of the district could be accepted 
in principle although certain clarifying amendments would be necessary. 

Under date of August 4, 1948, the Department informed the Imperial irrigation 
district of the acceptance of its proposals, in principle, and it is this letter which 
you have noted in the second edition of the Hoover Dam documents recently 
published. 


Senator Haypen. I might say in that connection that up to about 
that time nobody in Arizona, at least the Senators from Arizona, knew 
that these negotiations had proceeded in this manner. We immedi- 
ately insisted that we should be a party to the negotiations and that 
we should have an opportunity to be heard in the matter. It was 


then that the correspondence and discussion which has been placed in 
the record ensued. 


SECRETARY ACHESON’S LETTER OF NOVEMBER 3, 1950 


Mr. Evy. On November 3, 1950, under continuing pressure from 
Arizona, Secretary Acheson, who had succeeded Secretary Marshall, 
wrote the Secretary of the Interior: 

* * * the pertinent provisions of the treaty * * * require this Govern- 
ment, in accordance with the provisions of article 23, to retain control of the above- 
mentioned facilities, as well as the direct ownership thereof. As I stated during 
our discussion, the interest of this Department is to see that the treaty obligation 
of making deliveries of water to Mexico is carried out. The adequacy of the per- 
formance by a Federal or a State or a local agency of the funetions of making such 
deliveries and of operating and maintaining the necessary facilities used in that 
connection is a matter primarily for determination by your Department and is 
not a matter with which this Department is concerned beyond being assured of the 
fulfillment of the treaty obligation of this Government to Mexico. 


We emphasize “‘or a local agency.”’ 

And note that Secretary Acheson carefully distinguished between 
“control” and “ownership.” The Government must have direct 
ownership, but not necessarily direct control; it could exercise control 
of ‘“‘performance of * * * a local agenecy.’’? The State Depart- 
ment had already twice ruled (August 4, 1948, in reply to the district, 
and January 11, 1949, in response to Senator Hayden), that if the 
United States retained direct ownership, 

Permitting the district to operate these works under rules and regulations to be 
prescribed by the United States with provision that the operation and maintenance 

83686—51—pt. 2———49 
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could be taken over at any time, with or without notice, the degree of control 
contemplated by article 23 of the treaty would be retained and the obligations 
of the United States under the treaty could be fulfilled. 


But 4 days later, on November 7, 1950, Secretary Chapman, 
without granting any hearing to or consultation with us and in viola- 
tion of article 24 of the Imperial contract entitling it to a hearing, 
replied (House hearings on the present bill, p. 1332): 


It is my determination that, within the framework of the foregoing interpreta- 
tion of article 23 of the treaty, the only method by which the Department of the 
Interior can assure the necessary ownership, control, and sarhaliotion required 
by the treaty (in connection with water deliveries to Mexico) is through 
the operation and maintenance by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Imperial 
Dam and the All-American Canal from Imperial Dam to and including the Pilot 
Knob check and wasteway. 


GOVERNMENT OPERATION OF ALL-AMERICAN CANAL 


This unilateral ‘“determination,’”’ which is contrary to the finding 
of the Secretary of State (Lovett, letter to Hayden, January 11, 1949, 
hearings, supra, p. 1325), is the sole treaty basis for the three amend- 
ments to the appropriation act here involved. 

The Secretary of the Interior is without power, by any self-serving 
declaration, to abrogate the Boulder Canyon Project Act, his Depart- 
ment’s contracts thereunder, nor the reservations of the Senate to the 
Mexican Water Treaty; and an appropriations bill is no place for 
hidden legislation designed, in violation of rule XVI of the Senate, to 
ratify suc ‘h high- handed usurpation of authority. 

The Interior Department, if it wants to expropriate the rights of 
the district in the All-American Canal, should seek affirmative legis- 
lation in the proper legislative committees. That was the course 
followed by the State Department in obtaining enactment of the act 
of September 13, 1950 (Public Law 786, 8lst Cong., hearings, supra, 
p. 1331), to authorize acquisition by purchase, or condemnation in a 
court of law, of the properties of imperial irrigation district on the 
river between the All-American Canal and the Mexican boundary. 


LEGISLATION ON APPROPRIATION BILLS 


An appropriation bill is no place for legislation in any event, and 
certainly is no place for legislation whose purpose is hidden, whose 
means are devious, and whose result is grossly unfair. 

Rule XVI exists to stop efforts of the departments to get legislation 
they want via their appropriation bills. 

Rule XVI should be enforced and the point of order sustained. 

The amendments should be rejected by the Senate as they were by 
the House...” 

Senator Haypren. Mr. Ely, in previous testimony before our com- 
mittee it was indicated that the Imperial irrigation district would 
never agree with this instruction given by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, and that it was anxious to get the matter determined as to the 
validity of your contract. What would be a good way of going about 
that? 

Mr. Evy. The Secretary of the Interior might sue us for the install- 
ments due under the All-American Canal contract. To do so, he 
would have to declare the canal completed. In such an event, we 
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would assume the operation and maintenance and pay for such opera- 
tion and maintenance ourselves, and we would become obligated from 
that time on to pay the installments on the construction cost, which 
we are ready and willing to do. 


POSSIBILITY OF COURT DECISION 


Senator Haypen. Is there any way by which you could get this 
matter into court? 

Mr. Exy. I don’t know of any device by which we can get it into 
court so long as the Secretary of the Interior hides behind the fiction 
that the canal is not completed. 

Senator Haypen. Well, supposing the Senators from Arizona and 
California and the Congressman from Arizona and California pro- 
vided in this bill or some other legislation a provision giving authority 
for that kind of suit, would that be helpful to you? 

Mr. Exry. Do you mean, Senator, a suit by the Imperial irrigation 
district? 

Senator HaypEen. Yes. 

Mr. Evy. Not knowing the form which the action might take, I 
hate to give you just an off-the-cuff answer, Senator Hayden, but it 
is certainly worth exploring. 

Senator Haypen. Would it be helpful to you, if we did not enact 
legislation, to include a statement in the report directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to institute such a suit? 

Mr. Exy. Provided the bill did not establish the Secretary’s right 
to operation and maintenance, I think your suggestion might be useful. 
We do object very strenuously to there being in the appropriation bill 
any authorization for operation and maintenance. That does not 
belong there. 

Now, if the committee finds a way to be helpful, as I know it wants 
to be from what the chairman has said, by including in the report 
language which directs the Secretary of the Interior to bring that 
matter to a head by litigation to determine the right to operate and 
maintain, | think that may be very useful. 

Mr. Down. May I suggest one thing? Why not direct that the 
Secretary of the Interior “shall declare the canal completed and shall 
turn over the operation and maintenance to us? Mexico is using no 
water through the canal this vear and has notified the State Depart- 
ment that it will not. We will then start to operate the canal and 
then let the Secretary come in and sue, if he thinks he has the right 
to, under the treaty to take it away from us. 

Senator Haypen. What I am trying to do is this: This is a dispute 
that has been going on, to my certain knowledge, for 20 years. There 
ought to be a way to settle it. Upon thinking it over, maybe we 
could write something into this report, without going as far as legis- 
lation, to the effect that the committee strongly rec ommends that the 
Secretary of the Interior file a suit to determine whether this is a 
valid contract or not. 


MAINTENANCE FUNDS 
Senator ELLENDER. Is this the first year in which money is being 


asked for maintenance? 
Mr. Ety. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ELLENpDER. How has it been maintained before this time? 

Mr. Exy. That has been done as part of the construction cost, as 
called for in our contract. 

Senator ELLENDER. How long has it been completed now? 

Mr. Eny. It has been comple ‘ted for several years. We have 
repeatedly asked the Secretary of the Interior to declare it completed 
and to turn it over to us. 

Senator ELLENpDER. If it has been completed, why has it not been 
turned over to you? 

Mr. Exy. The answer is that under the contract the Secretary 
reserves the right, in his own discretion, to declare the canal completed, 
and he has not declared it completed. He should do so. - If he does so, 
the payments of construction cost to the United States commence 
at once, and we are willing to make them. 

Senator ELLENDER. If it bas been complete for the last 5 years, 
where is the authority to obtain the appropriation? 


RETENTION OF GOVERNMENT CONTROL BY REFUSAL TO HOLD CANAL 
COMPLETED 


Mr. Exy. That is a very good point. The appropriate course here 
is for the Secretary to declare the canal completed and to turn the 
operation over to the Imperial irrigation district. Then, if he desires 
to do so, let him bring a suit to readjust the operation of the canal and 
to end our operation. If he wishes to allege as a reason the existence 
of the Mexican Water Treaty, he may do so, and the issues will be 
joined. 

Senator ELtenpEeR. Why.could not this matter be adjudicated by 
the courts from a statement of the facts entered into by both parties? 
Could not that be feasibly done, Mr. Ely? 

Mr. Evy. Excuse me, | was interrupted a moment. 

Senator ELLeNDER. I say, would it not be feasible to have this 
matter adjudicated by the courts by submission of the facts by both 
sides? 

Mr. Exy. Surely, the facts should be submitted. 

Senator ELLENDER. Then you can state to the court what you are 
contending for and what the Department of the Interior is contending 
for. They can say, ‘These are the facts under which the Dep: urtment 
alleges they are entitled to manage and control.” 

Mr. Evy. I think you are correct. I think the facts could be 
stipulated. 

Senator ELLENDER. And that could be done in a very short time. 

Mr. Ey. The first step is to declare the canal completed. The 
next, would be for us to assume operation and maintenance and to start 
repayments. Then the Secretary could sue to terminate our operation, 
alleging his reasons. We would answer, and the issues would be 
joined, and the case could be tried. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why could it not be done without all of that? 
Why could it not be stated to the court that the canal is now com- 
pleted and that the question arises as to who shall operate and maintain 
it. The Imperial irrigation district states that they ought to operate 
and maintain it on this set of facts, and the Department of the 
Interior says that it ought to operate and maintain it on this set of 
facts. Then the matter could be adjudicated on the basis of those 
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statements of facts. I do not see why it is necessary for you to take 
until now if the purpose is to have the court decide, with a suit being 
entered which may entail a lot of litigation and a lot of contention on 
both sides, 

Mr. Ery. There may be alternative methods of getting this matter 
into court, and I don’t undertake at this moment to give any fixed 
opinion as to the course to be followed. But certainly no appropria- 
tion should appear in this bill, nor the proviso as submitted. 

Before leaving the witness stand, I do want to emphasize again that 
the cost of operation and maintenance during this hypothetical 
construction period, that is to say, during the period in which the 
canal has, in fact, been completed, but in which the Secretary has 
refused to declare it completed, is part of the construction debt that 
the Imperial irrigation district must repay. 

We do not evade a penny of that cost by virtue of the fact that the 
Secretary has been operating the canal in this interval. We do not 
seek to avoid a penny of the obligation. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you say “out of construction costs,’ I 
would like to have you clarify that point. 

Mr. Ey. My point is that the money that the Secretary has spent 
for the operation of the canal since its completion has been treated 
as though it were a construction expenditure. 

Senator ELLENDER. Where did he get the money; from the opera- 
tions? 

Mr. Exy. By appropriations of construction money, not direct 
appropriations of operation money. 

Senator ELLENDER. I see. 

Mr. Exy. That is part of our debt and part of what we will repay. 

Let me emphasize again that the Secretary’s refusal to declare the 
canal completed, his refusal to let us construct Pilot Knob power 
plant has cost the district hundreds of thousands of dollars of loss, 
and has cost this Nation millions of barrels of irreplaceable fuel oil 
to generate the power that Pilot Knob should have been generating 
all of these years. We are the losers by this long delay, not the 
Reclamation Bureau, and we seek to terminate the delay. 

Senator Haypen. I would like to submit for the record the objec- 
tions made by the Yuma County Water Users Association, dated 
October 16, 1931, to the approval of the All-American Canal contract 
by the Secretary of the Interior, and documents dealing with the 
rejection by ~ Secretary of the Interior of these and other protests 
on November 4, 1932. I would like to submit the letters from the 
Yuma County Water ‘Use rs Association and others in Arizona written 
during the past 10 years objecting to the All-American Canal contract, 
and also letters from Senators in Arizona protesting against the 
approval of the All-American Canal contract, addressed to the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture. I will 
place these in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 

KiBpBEY, BENNETT, Gust, Smita & ROsENFELD, 
Phoenix, Ariz., October 16, 1931. 
The Honorable Ray Lyman WILBUR, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We have given such consideration as time has permitted to the 

office draft of October 3, 1931, of the proposed contract for the construction of 





1994 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


diversion dam, main canal, and appurtenant structures; and for delivery of water 
between the United States of America acting by the Honorable Ray Lyman 
Wilbur as Secretary of the Interior and the Imperial irrigation district. 

The proposed contract consists of 34 pages and while a considerable part 
thereof does not directly interest the Yuma project, yet it is somewhat of a task 
to acquire a thorough understanding of the same in the limited time that we 
have had. 

We have been advised by our attornevs that the contract dated October 23, 
1918, providing for the extension of the Imperial Canal to the Laguna Dam and 
committing the Imperial irrigation district to the construction of an All-American 
Canal between the United States of America acting through Franklin K. Lane, 
Secretary of the Interior, and the Imperial irrigation district, gives us certain 
vested rights which we are not obligated to relinquish, and we are further advised 
that these rights are confirmed by section 10 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

There is no disposition, however, on the pari of the Yuma project to oppose any 
modificaiion of the coniract of December 23, 1918, thai will not materially injure 
the Yuma project or adversely affect the landowners in the project. 

From the brief study we have made of the proposed contract it seems to us that 
in certain respects said proposed contract will take away from the Yuma project 
certain rights and benefits which we had supposed were vesied in the Yuma project 
by reason of said contract of October 23, 1918. 

Briefly stated, the contract of October 23, 1918, secured to the Yuma project 
the following material benefits: 

(a) The payment of $1,600,000 in 20 installmenis as provided by article 9 of 
the conviract of October 23, 1918. It seems to us thai ihe right to the balance of 
these payments is reserved to us and fully protected by article 16 of the draft of 
the proposed contract. We would appreciaie it, however, if you could assure us 
upon this point in order that we might represent to our members that such is 
clearly the fact. 

(6) The contract of October 23, 1918, provecied us in our right to the amount of 
water required to irrigate 120,000 acres of land as sei forth in paragraph 3 thereof, 
by providing thai the Secretary of the Inierior should control the division of water 
and should divert for use of the Yuma project or any auxiliary thereof, sufficient 
water to secure the permanent and economical reclamation of 120,000 acres of 
land, not exceeding, however, one-fourth of the water in the river, to Laguna Dam. 

The proposed contract in article 15 thereof provides that the Imperial irriga- 
tion district agrees to divert at the Imperial Dam and to transport and deliver 
at Syphon Drop and/or such intermediate points as may be designated by the 
Secretary, the available water to which the Yuma project is entitled not exceed- 
ing sufficient water for 120,000 acres of land and not exceeding 2,000 second-feet 
of water in the aggregate, and further provides that water shall not be diverted, 
transported, or delivered for the Yuma project, when the Secretary notifies the 
district that said project, for any reason, may not be entitled thereto, and that 
the district shall divert, transport, and deliver water in cases of requirements for 
irrigation or potable purposes only as determined by the Secretary on the Yuma 
project only when such water is not required by the distriet for irrigation or 
potable purposes. 

We feel constrained to protest against this provision of the proposed contract. 
The contract of October 23, 1918, placed the Secretary of the Interior in charge 
of the division of the water between the two projects. 

The proposed contract places the division of the water under the control of 
the Imperial irrigation district. The two projects are widely separated—their 
interests are different—they are situated in two States. The respective State 
governments of which have not been able to agree upon the Colorado River 
question. While the provisions of the proposed contract do require the Imperial 
irrigation district to deliver the amount of water required by the Yuma project 
with the limitations specified as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, 
yet, they do not provide for any efficient method of enforcing this right to the 
Yuma project. Obviously, upon such a vital question as the division of irriga- 
tion water under conditions where the temporary withholding of a portion of 
the water may very greatly damage either project, resort to the courts of the 
State other than that in which the injured project is situated, or resort to the 
proceedings for arbitration contained in article 27 of the proposed contract, is 
not an adequate remedy. 

We feel that the Yuma project is entitled to have the diversion of water and. 
the division of the same exercised by impartial authority, such as the Secretary 
of the Interior, as was provided by the contract of October 23, 1918, and which 
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we understood would be continued under section 10 of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act. You will recall that former drafts of said act contained a provision 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to modify the contract of October 23, 
1918. Section 10, as finally adopted, was certainly intended to protect the Yuma 
project, and it seems to us clear that the concluding phrase thereof authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to contract for the operation and maintenance of 
that portion of the All-American Canal and the works connected therewith only 
with the consent of the users under the Yuma project. If such is the correct 
construction of said section 10, as at present advised, we feel we must exercise 
our right to object against placing the operation and maintenance of the diver- 
sion works and the division of the water insofar as it affects the Yuma project, in 
the Imperial irrigation district or in other authority that has interests that may 
conflict with the Yuma project. Undoubtedly such contracts exist in a number 
of instances and are operating successfully, but we believe that such a contract 
cannot operate successfully under conditions where the authority diverting the 
water is in one State and the project receiving a portion of the water is in another 
State, so that there is no effective method of controlling the division of the water 
in the courts of the State in which is situated the project which has no control 
over the diversion and division of the water. We also call your attention to the 
fact that the provisions in section 15 of the proposed contract do not provide any 
speedy, effective remedy for the Secretary of the Interior to secure to the Yuma 
project the water to which it is entitled in case the Imperial irrigation district 
should not deliver to the Yuma project the amount to which it is entitled. 

(c) The contract of October 23, 1918, did not subject the Yuma project to the 
payment of any construction costs for the new construction that would be made 
necessary by the construction of the All-American Canal. Considerable new 
construction will become necessary by reason of the construction of the Imperial 
Dam and the All-American Canal according to the new plan. Upon this point, 
we believe, the proposed contract in the concluding portion of article 15, protects 
the Yuma project. Upon this point, we would appreciate your assurance that 
such is the intent and purpose of the contraet. 

(d) In section 10 of the contract of October 23, 1918, provision was made for 
apportionment of the maintenance and operation expenses of that portion of the 
works operated for the joint benefit of the two projects. Article 10, of the pro- 
posed contract also provides for such apportionment of operetion and maintenance 
costs. Owing to the great changes in the works contemplated by the new con- 
tract, we are unable to state at this time, whether the provisions with reference 
to operation and maintenance expenses in the new contract are more favorable 
or less favorable to us than the provisions of the contract of October 23, 1918. 
Upon this point, we will appreciate it, if your expert advisers will inform 1's as 
to whether or not in their opinion the operation and maintenance costs we would 
be subjected to under the provisions of the proposed contract, would be greater 
or less than under the contract of October 23, 1918. 

(e) The contract of October 23, 1918, made detailed provisions with respect 
to power rights for the Yuma project. While in the limited time we have had, it 
is not possible for us to determine the effect of the changed provisions with 
reference to power and power rights contained in article 14 of the proposed 
agreement, it seems to us that said provisions in the proposed agreement 
materially reduce the power rights granted us by the former agreement. Article 
12, of the former agreement reserved to the United States unquestionably, for 
the benefit of the Yuma project, the right to develop power with the water in the 
enlarged main canal down to and including Syphon Drop. Article 14, of the 
proposed agreement, reserves to the United States for the benefit of the Yuma 
project the power possibilities on the All-American Canal down to and including 
Syphon Drop with water carried for the benefit of the Yuma project. 

We are not at present advised as to the full effect of the distinction between the 
two provisions. It would seem, however, that there might be a great difference 
in the power developed from all of the water carried in this portion of the canal 
and the power developed only from that portion of the water which is carried 
for the benefit of the Yuma project. While the Imperial irrigation district is 
entitled to the power developed from the water for its own use, nevertheless, 
since it was given certain rights in a diversion dam for which the Yuma project 
had obligated itself upon payment of a certain consideration and in exchange for 
that right granted to the United States for the benefit of the Yuma project, 
certain power rights in power produced from the water to which it was entitled, 
it would seem that that right thus granted should not now be taken away from 
the Yuma project. Furthermore, it is possible and perhaps probable that 
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water of the Colorado River will be diverted at the Imperial Dam and carried 
down the canal and dropped back into the river to be used by Mexico, and it 
would seem to us that the Yuma project is entitled to some rights in the power 
produced by this water on the principle of equal rights in the same between the 
States of Arizona and California each bordering on the river at this point. The 
contract of October 23, 1918, also provides for certain rights to purchase power 
from power plants constructed on the canal between Syphon Drop and Pilot 
Knob. It seems to us that the benefit of these provisions are taken away almost 
wholly from the Yuma project under the provisions of article 16. While said 
article gives to the Yuma project the right to purchase up to but not to exceed 
4,000 horsepower from any power development on the All-American Canal at or 
near Pilot Knob at cost including overhead and general expense, plus 10 percent, 
yet this provision is so restricted by the concluding portion thereof beginning 
with the word “however” that it will probably not be of any benefit to the Yuma 
project. 

In this connection we call your attention to the fact that while the former 
draft of the proposed agreement made the condition on which power would be 
furnished, that all power developed at Syphon Drop should first be used, the 
present draft requires that all power feasible of development at Syphon Drop be 
first used. It is evident that the language of the concluding part of article 16, 
would make it possible for the Imperial irrigation district to refuse any of the 
power at Pilot Knob to the Yuma project unless the power works installed at 
Syphon Drop were such as to utilize the entire power possibilities at Syphon 
Drop. What constitutes such complete utilization is a question of fact upon 
which differences of opinion are certain to arise. 

While our present information in regard to the power provisions of the pro- 
posed contract is such that we are not able at this time to fully present to you 
our objections thereto, it seems to us that the proposed contract does take away 
from the Yuma project a material part of the power rights reserved to it by the 
contract of October 23, 1918. 

As we have already stated, we do not desire to make objections to provisions 
in the proposed contract that may make changes in the contract of October 23, 
1918, unless such changes are a material detriment to the Yuma project and the 
land owners who are obligated to pay the construction costs of the Yuma project. 
It may be that further study of the proposed contract will enable us to make 
more detailed and specific objections to certain provisions thereof, and it may be 
that such further study and a discussion of the proposed contract with your repre- 
sentatives will enable us to withdraw certain objections we are now making. It 
is certainly true that the partial cancellation of the contract of October 23, 1918, 
and the substitution therefor of the provisions of the proposed contract, will very 
materially affect the rights and interests of the Yuma project. 

The time now allowed for consideration of the proposed contract is too short to 
permit of proper determination of our rights in this respect. 

We understand the Imperial irrigation district has also asked for further time 
to consider the contract. 

Naturally in the preparation of the proposed contract the larger interest of the 
Imperial irrigation district is paramount in the minds of the agents of the United 
States preparing the contract at the present time and the comparatively small 
interest of the Yuma project is in danger of being overlooked. For this reason, 
we earnestly request that you give to us further time to study this contract and 
arrange for a discussion of its various provisions that affect our project with us, 
While we feel that we are bound to insist upon retaining for the Yuma project 
substantially the benefits of the contract of October 23, 1918, we have no dis- 
position to be critical over changes that may assist the United States in carrying 
through the new project without taking away anything from the Yuma project. 

We respectfully urge that you give this protest the fullest consideration and 
arrange for such discussion of the various provisions of the contract either by 
correspondence or through your representatives who may meet with us. 

Assuring you that we desire only to protect the rights of our landowners under 
the Yuma project, as is our duty, and that consistent with that duty we desire in 
every possible way to cooperate with you, we remain, 

Very truly yours, 
Yuma County Water Users ASSOCIATION, 
By: J. P. Corny, President. 

Attest: , 

J. C. Power, Secretary. 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, November 4, 1951. 
First YuMA Mesa Unit Houpers’ AssocraTion, 
Yuma, Arizona. 


Dear Sirs: I am enclosing a copy of my decisions on various objections made 
to the All-American Canal contract. I think you will find that particular atten- 
tion has been given to the relations of the Yuma project to this undertaking. 

Very truly yours, 
Ray Lyman WIxBor. 


THE SECRETARY OF THE [NTERIOR, 
Washington, November 4, 1931. 


MEMORANDUM 


On October 3 there was submitted to me for approval as to form, a draft of 
proposed contract between the Imperial irrigation district of California and the 
United States for repayment of the cost of the All-American Canal authorized by 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act (act of December 21, 1928, C. 42; 45 Stat. 1057). 
In general, this draft Provides for the construction on American soil of a diversion 
dam (Imperial Dam) across the Colorado River above the present Laguna Dam, 
and a main canal of 15,000 second-feet capacity from Imperial Dam to Siphon 
Drop, at which point up to 2,000 second-feet are to be diverted into the Yuma 
main canal and conveyed by siphon under the river for Yuma project in Arizona; 
construction of a section of 13,000 second-feet capacity down to Pilot Knob, Calif., 
where the canal turns westward with a capacity of 10,000 second-feet into Imperial 
and Coachella Valleys (after dropping the surplus back into the river at Pilot 
Knob, where the district plans to build a power plant). The main canal branches 
into two parts when it has crossed the sand hills, one branch connecting with the 
present Imperial canal system and the other passing through Coachella Valley 
to the north for the irrigation of that valley. Both valleys are below sea level 
and drain into the inland ‘‘Salton Sea.’”’ The construction is to be accomplished 
by the Reclamation Bureau of the Interior Department at a total cost not to 
exceed the authorization of the act, $38,500,000, which the district is to repay in 
not more than 40 vears after completion, commencing with installments of 1 per- 
cent annually for 5 vears, 2 percent annually for the next 10, and 3 percent an- 
nually for the next 25. As required by the act, the construction money is interest 
free, but delinquency penalties are provided. Merger of all lands into one 
district is required, resulting in a merger of the Imperial irrigation district and 
Coachella Valley County water district into an enlarged Imperial irrigation 
district for the purposes of this contract. The obligation will be that of the 
district, regardless of default of individual landowners in their payments to the 
district. A large area of public lands is required to be included. On completion 
of the works, the district will assume operation and maintenance, but the United 
States may resume operation of Imperial Dam in its discretion and may resume 
operation of all works, in the event of breach by the Gistrict of the contract 
provisions. The District undertakes to carry Yuma project’s water to Siphon 
Drop, where, because of the increased elevation of Imperial Dam over Laguna 
Dam, an increased power drop is accorded Yuma free of charge. Although Im- 
perial will not use Laguna Dam, it will continue to pay, under its contract of 1918, 
$1,600,000 toward the cost of that dam. About half that sum has already been 
paid. The district agrees to save the United States harmless against all claims 
for damages. 

The United States reserves the right to enlarge the canal, prior to completion, 
to carry water for other contractors, subject to the Colorado River compact. 
The United States agrees to deliver water from Hoover Dam in sufficient quanti- 
ties to make the total available for district diversions for its own use correspond 
to the water allocation recommended by the State Division of Water Resources, 
as per agreement among the allottees of August 18, 1931. Power possibilities, as 
required by the act, are reserved for the United States down to and including 
Siphon Drop, and for the distriet from that point on. The district’s power 
development will be apart from this contract, but all net power profits will be 
paid the United States for credit on the district’s annual obligation. The United 
States will measure water diversions and uses wherever advisable. Water deliv- 
eries to the district may be refused or reduced pro tanto in case of default. Title 
to all works will remain in the United States until paid for, when, in the Secretary’s 
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discretion, title to works beyond Siphon Drop may be transferred to the district. 
Construction is made contingent on appropriations. 

This contract, after approval as to form by the Secretary, does not become 
effective until executed by the district and the Secretary, ratified by a vote of the 
district’s electors under the laws of California, confirmed by a court decree and 
until certain public lands are included in the district. 

Upon submission of the contract to me I set October 22 as a date for public 
hearing on any objections or protests, and notified all parties who had expressed 
an interest. Among those notified were the Palo Verde irrigation district, the 
Yuma County Water Users’ Association, First Yuma Mesa Unit Holders’ Asso- 
ciation, Water Rights Protective Association, Coachella Valley Landowners’ 
Association, the county of San Diego, city of San Diego, the Imperial irrigation 
district, Coachella Valley County Water District, and several individuals 
who had written including F. W. Greer and J. C. Allison. All of those replied, 
some filing briefs and letters, and letters were also filed by Charles N. Stahl, 
S. S. M. Jennings, and Fred L. Brainerd. Numerous individual endorsements 
need not be tabulated here. Palo Verde irrigation district, Imperial irrigation 
district, and Coachella Valley County Water District were personally represented. 

I have given careful consideration to all of the objections made, the most 
most important of which are discussed below. The protests will be discussed 
separately. 

SAN DIEGO 


The city of San Diego and the county of San Diego have advised that they 
have no objections. 


COACHELLA VALLEY LANDOWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 


The chief objection of this association is the proposed combination of the 
Imperial and Coachella Valleys in one contract, the inclusion of new lands, and 
the apprehension that 10,000 second-feet of water will be insufficient to irrigate 
the 1,000,000 acres of land ultimately proposed. This association admits that 
Colorado River water is indispensable to Coachella Valley’s further and complete 
development. It is generally agreed that the Coachella Valley would be unable 
to finance or furnish security for construction of a separate canal from the Colorado 
tiver. If water from this river is to be secured, the only feasible plan appears 
to be the construction of a joint canal along the lines of the present contract. 
The water allocated (which, by the way, is not 10,000 second-feet, as stated) 
is regarded as sufficient for the irrigation of all land to be included in the Imperial 
district when its boundaries are extended to include Coachella Valley and other 
lands. 

Postponement until further soil surveys and economic studies are made, as 
suggested by the association, seems unnecessary and inadvisable. Soil surveys 
heretofore made and the economic studies conducted are regarded as fully ade- 
quate to justify proceeding along the lines contemplated. Some other objections 
made by this organization are discussed under the next heading. 


WATER RIGHTS PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION 


This association also wishes separate contracts for the Imperial and Coachella 
Valleys and objects to the lands of the present district being obligated for the 
new lands’ share of the cost of canal construction and power development. 

Unified control is regarded as desirable, both from the standpoint of the Gov- 
ernment and that of the landowners. General liability is a requirement of the 
reclamation law and practice. Segregation of costs between the various units 
provided by the contract is considered fair and reasonable. Under this arrange- 
ment there is no reason to apprehend that any undue hardship will be worked 
upon any given area. It is legally feasible for such adjustment to be carried 
out. This is largely an internal matter which should be adjusted by the land- 
owners themselves through the district organization. 

The association desires an allocation of water greatly in excess of any that could 
be made and leave water available for other California interests which cannot be 
ignored. The allocation embodied in the contract is in accordance with the 
recommendation of the Chief of the Division of Water Resources of the State of 
California, who made an investigation and submitted findings at my request, 
and is adopted as being fair and equitable to all concerned. The allocation made 
to the district is regarded as sufficient for its legitimate requirements. 
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As to the economic objections made by the Protective Assn. and the Coachella 
Valley Landowners’ Assn., it should be pointed out here that the maximum annual 
payment to the United States (commencing 15 years after construction is 
completed) will be 3 percent of $38,500,000, or $1,155,000, assuming that the 
project costs the maximum authorized. As the district now has assessment- 
paying land in excess of 450,000 acres, the maximum per acre annual charge would 
be less than $3, even if no new lands are added. Actually, an ultimate acreage 
of about 1,000,000 is expected. As to Coachella, the matter is one of necessity in 
view of the area’s dependence on pumping from a rapidly falling water plane. 
Imperial also faces a necessity which cannot be reckoned solely in terms of cost. 
It is under court injunction to remove its temporary diversion works, and per- 
manent works to replace them will run into many millions. Further, a silt- 
removal cost in excess of $500,000 annually to the district and in a probably larger 
amount to the individual farmer will be materially lessened when Hoover Dam’s 
desilting effect comes into operation. 

Entirely aside from power revenue, savings in silt costs, savings from the 
alternative requirement of new diversion works, elimination of levee flood 
control costs and of the Mexican carrying costs, and assuming that the cultivated 
area never expands and that all of the cost is borne by the farmer on an average 
basis (actually all cities in the district contribute on an ad valorem basis), never- 
theless, the gross annual charge per acre would be less than a dollar for each of the 
first 5 vears, less than two dollars for each of the next 10, and less than three for 
each of the next 25. That the lands are amply able to carry these charges, our 
soil and economic surveys show. 

As for the argument that drainage will be inadequate, the United States reserves 
the right to measure water uses at any points it pleases, and as water deliveries 
depend largely on releases from Hoover Dam, the water will be fairly used. It 
should no longer be necessary to sluice out canals to free them of silt. But if 
drainage is a problem, it is obviously essential that all lands be furnished water 
from one irrigation district controlling all individual deliveries. 

It is impossible to reserve to the district the right to sell water to Mexico, as 
the Protective Association asks, There is no basis for such action. No treaty 
has been made with Mexico for the division and delivery of water. No one can 
foretell how much water will be awarded Mexico under such treaty, if and when 
made, where water will be delivered, or any of the other details necessarily in- 
volved. 

All of these objections minimize the controlling reason for enactment of this 
legislation by Congress, which was substitution of an American-controlled water 
svstem for a foreign-controlled one. The present canal runs through Mexico 
and one condition of the Mexican concession is the right to take out half the water 
carried, at rates determined by Mexico. 

As to the argument that new agricultural lands should not be brought into 
production, the question is entirely one for consideration of Congress. The same 
arguments were advanced in opposition to the legislation under which we are 
proceeding, and were answered to the satisfaction of the Congressional committees 
Among these answers are the facts that Imperial Valley and Coachella crops are 
largely specialties and come into the market too early to compete with eastern 
crops even if their markets and varieties overlapped. 

Minor objections made to the form of contract and the changes suggested are 
not regarded as of sufficient importance to warrant detailed discussion. It is 
sufficient to sav that most of them cannot be adopted because contrary to law, 
regulations, and established practice and precedent. 


YUMA WATER USERS’ ASSOCIATION AND FIRST YUMA MESA UNIT HOLDERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


These associations suggest that the diversion and carriage works should be 
operated by the United States instead of by the district. This suggestion is 
not in harmony with the act authorizing the construction of the works. This 
act contemplates construction by the United States but operation by the parties 
in interest. Division of water between the Yuma project and the other interested 
parties, concerning which apprehension is expressed by the associations, will be 
made under the supervision of the Secretary, who is authorized, in addition to 
the other remedies provided in this contract, to take over and operate the works 
in the event of failure on the part of the district to comply with the terms of the 
contract. He may resume operation of Imperial Dam in his discretion. The 
rights and interests of the association are adequately safeguarded. 
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The associations suggest that the Yuma project should possibly share to a 
greater extent than is provided in the contract in the power development to 
take place at Pilot Knob and elsewhere on the canal in closer keeping with the 
plan provided by the contract of Oetober 23, 1918, between the United States 
and the Imperial irrigation district. All power rights from the dam to and 
including Siphon Drop are reserved by the United States for the benefit of the 
Yuma project. This is done without expense to the project for construction of 
the Imperial Diversion Dam and All-American Canal. This greatly increases 
the power capable of development at Siphon Drop. In addition, all power re- 
quired for project purposes, not exceeding 4,000 horsepower (in addition to 
that to be developed at Siphon Drop), shall be furnished at cost plus 10 percent. 
This is regarded as more favorable to the Yuma project than the plan con- 
templated by the 1918 contract, which requires the project to finance its pro- 
portionate part of the cost of power development, including canal enlargement, 
in order to share in the profits to be realized. It does not appear feasible for 
the water users of the Yuma project to finance operations so as to share in the 
possible power profits, and even though this could be done, the arrangement 
clearly would not be as favorable as that provided by the proposed contract. 

Moreover, the Imperial district agrees to carry out the provisions of the 1918 
contract by which the district pays for the benefit of the Yuma project $1,600,000 
towards the cost of the Laguna Dam, which Imperial has never used and will 
not use under this contract. 

The associations suggest the Yuma project should share in the benefits that 
might accrue from power generated by water carried through the diversion works 
for Mexico. There is no present assurance that water from Mexico will be carried 
through these works. The remarks heretofore made concerning this feature are 
also applicable here. 

The statement of water priorities in ‘article 17 places Yuma lands in California 
ahead of all other users save Palo Verde irrigation district. These Yuma lands 
are within a Bureau of Reclamation project. The acreage, 25,000, is ample to 
take care of all Indian as well as white development. The priority is more than 
adequate to insure a full supply, according to the water studies of the Bureau of 
Reclamation upon which other California interests are relying in agreeing to 
allocations of several million acre-feet, all junior to Yuma’s allocated priority. 

Particular consideration has been given to the interests of the Yuma project 
in the drafting of this contract with a view to adequately safeguarding the rights 
and interests of that project. The proposed contract is regarded as particularly 
favorable to that project. It was only after extensive negotiations that the 
Imperial district officials agreed to the concessions contained in the contract. 


PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


This district objects to the limitation incorporated in the contract regarding 
assignability of the water rights allocated to the district. The allocationis based 
upon a compromise recommended by the Division of Water Resources of the 
State of California whereby the other allottees are alleged to have been willing to 
concede to this disttict a larger quantity of water than that district can establish a 
legal right to, provided only the water is used on the project as an incident to 
which other allottees further down the river would, as a natural result, secure 
certain advantages from return flow. The other allottees are not willing to con- 
cede a right in the district to such extent if the water is to be transferred to 
another place of use in connection with which no advantages from return flow 
could be expected or realized. But the contract provides, as a further protection 
to Palo Verde, that the Secretary may contract with the Palo Verde district 
either in accordance with the recommended allocation, or in event that such 
allocation as to Palo Verde is superseded by an agreement among all the allottees 
or by final judicial determination, he may contract with the district in accordance 
with such agreement or determination. The result is that this district is restricted 
only against trnasfer and assignment of the enlarged right. No such restriction 
applies to the water to which the district may establish a right by means other 
than the allocation which is conceded to be a compromise. This is believed to 
offer adequate protection of the rights of this district, particularly as a judicial 
determination would be a necessary step in an assignment under California law 
in any event, and such determination need not precede the making of a water 
contract between Palo Verde and the United States nor delay present ratification 
by Palo Verde of the seven-party water allocation recommended by the State 
authorities. Suitable reference to a future determination of assignable rights 
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may be attached to Palo Verde’s ratification and to any contract that that district 
makes with the United States. ; 

Palo Verde also asks that a limit be placed on the height of Imperial Dam and 
that Imperial irrigation district assume a direct liability for backwater damage to 
Palo Verde. 

There is a division of opinion concerning whether the Imperial Dam if con- 
structed as contemplated, will adversely affect conditions in the Palo Verde 
Valley. Engineers of the Reclamation Bureau and those of the Imperial district 
express the opinion that the Palo Verde Valley on the whole will be benefited by 
this construction, particularly after completion of the Hoover Dam, which, it is 
predicted, will result in lowering and stabilization of the river channel in the 
vicinity of this valley because of regulation of floods and desilting of the water. 
But assuming, without conceding, that the lands of this valley may be damaged, 
the contract contains provisions obligating the Imperial district to hold the 
United States harmless as to any damage to persons and property which may arise 
out of the care, operation, and maintenance of the diversion works and canal. 
Under these provisions any damage that might be sustained by the Palo Verde 
district or its landowners could be adjusted by the United States and the amount 
of award charged back to the Imperial district. This is believed to be as far as 
it is feasible to go in the contract, much more practicable than individual litigation 
between numerous Palo Verde landowners and Imperial irrigation district. No 
reason is apparent why this should not adequately protect the Palo Verde district. 


PLAN SUBMITTED BY J. C. ALLISON 


The plan submitted by Mr. J. C. Allison for use of Laguna Salada, in Mexico, 
involves, among other things, a treaty with Mexico, amendatory legislation by 
Congress, and revision of the whole plan heretofore considered for the Metropolitan 
water district’s water supply. This would undoubtedly mean a delay of several 
years, with uncertainty regarding the ultimate result. He has stated that he 
does not wish the All-American Canal project delayed by consideration of his plan. 


SUGGESTIONS OF F, W. GREER 


Mr. Greer suggests that no construction work be done until power contracts 
are executed sufficient to guarantee all costs, that the present water rights of the 
district remain unaffected, and that present lands be guaranteed against seepage 
damage. 

It is impracticable at the present time to secure power contracts of the char- 
acter suggested. The plan, therefore, would necessarily involve delay, the extent 
of which it is impossible to foretell. 

It is not believed that the present water rights of the district or its landowners 
will be adverseiy affected by the present contract. On the contrary, it seems 
obvious that these rights will be infinitely improved and safeguarded by the fur- 
nishing of storage water, the provision of adequate diversion and carriage works, 
and in other ways. 

The item of seepage damage is one that the district can adjust internally witb- 
out reference in this contract. 


CONCLUSION 


After very careful consideration, it is my conclusion that none of the protests 
resent adequate reasons for further modification of the proposed contract. 
‘hey are accordingly overruled and the contract is approved as to form. 

Recommended: 

ELwoop MEap, 
Commissioner of Reclamation. 
P. W. DEnt, 
Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation. 
EK. C. FInNey, 
Solicitor, Interior Department. 
Cas. A. DOBBEL, 
Executive Assistant. 
Nortrucurr Ey, 
Executive Assistant. 
Ray Lyman WILBUR, 
Secretary. 
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Yuma County Water Users’ ASSOCIATION, 
. Yuma, Ariz., July 15, 1940. 
Hon. Cart Haypen, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Haypen: This letter is in further reference to a proposed 
change in the All-American Canal contract designating the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation as the sole agency to maintain and operate the Imperial Dam 
and the All-American Canal down to and including Pilot Knob spillway. Please 
refer to my letter of September 14, 1938, on this same subject. 

There are three very important reasons why control of these parts of the All- 
American Canal system should remain in the hands of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
First: Imperial Dam, instead of diverting water only for the Imperial district 
and Yuma projeet as was originally contemplated, will now serve also to divert 
water for the Gila project. Second: Everybody on the Yuma Federal project 
feels that our interests will be most adequately safeguarded if the delivery of our 
rightful share of water from the All-American at Siphon Drop is controlled by 
the Government instead of by a private irrigation district. Third: The most 
important reason for perpetual Government control of the aforesaid section of 
the All-American Canal is the international angle involved in the delivery of 
water to Mexico through Pilot Knob spillway. 

Under the 1940 Appropriations Act (H. R. 4852) there is authorized for the 
Boulder Canyon-All-American Canal project, ‘‘A continuation of construction 
of a diversion dam, and main canal (and appurtenant structures including dis- 
tribution and drainage systems) located entirely within the United States, ete.’’ 
The distribution and drainage system referred to is for the irrigation and storm- 
water drainage of the East Mesa in Imperial Valley. Before this work is under- 
taken by the Bureau it will undoubtedly be necessary to revise the present All- 
American Canal contract. It seems to us that this will afford an opportunity 
to make such other necessary changes in that contract as will insure perpetual 
control of the Imperial Dam and the upper end of the All-American Canal by 
the United States. 

The Imperial irrigation district directors are a very aggressive lot. Their 
engineer, Mr. Dowd, has stated that they intend to insist on control of the dam 
and entire canal as per contract agreement. Mr. Phil Swing will most likely 
appear in Washington when the time comes to enter into a contract for the 
supplemental construction on. their East Mesa. And he will be prepared to 
resist the changes we are proposing. 

For reasons set out in this and in our letter to you of September 14, 1938, it is 
very important to us whether the Bureau or the Imperial irrigation district 
controls the delivery of water to us at Siphon Drop. For the controlling ageney 
not only measures the water but it also determines our proportionate share of 
costs for the transportation of water to that point. 

We feel certain that you agree with us in this matter but knowing how pre- 
occupied you must be at this time with much important business we take this 
means to remind you of our concern and call vour attention to what may prove 
to be a good opportunity to make desired changes in the All-American Canal 
contract. 

Yours very truly, 
HENRY FRAUVENFELDER, 
President. 


Yuma, Ariz., August 5, 1940. 
Hon. Corpetit Hv.t., 
United States Secretary of State, 
Department of State, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hout: I would like to call your attention to a matter which appears 
to me to be of vital concern to the United States Depart ment of State as it involves 
the control of the Imperial Dam, the Gila project canal, the All-American Canal, 
and the Pilot Knob wasteway, all of which have been constructed by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation to regulate the flow of the Colorado River, just 
north of the international boundary line between the United States and Mexico. 

The Imperial Dam, located on the Colorado River approximately 18 miles above 
Yuma, has been constructed to divert water into the Gila project canal onthe Ari- 
zona side of the river for the eventual irrigation of approximately 600,000 acres of 
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land in southwestern Arizona, and to divert water on the California side of the 
Colorado River into the All-American Canal. 

The All-American Canal is constructed to carry a maximum of 15,000 second- 
feet of water for a distance of approximately 14 miles to a point north of Yuma 
called Siphon Drop. From there it will carry 13,000 second-feet of water as far 
as the Pilot Knob wasteway, which is located about a half mile north of the inter- 
national boundary line and the capacity of the canal from that point toward the 
Imperial Valley is approximately 10,000 second-feet. 

A maximum of 2,000 second-feet of water is to be diverted from the All-American 
Canal into the Yuma canal at Siphon Drop, and from there it flows through the 
Colorado River Siphon into the Yuma Valley for the irrigation of approximately 
50,000 acres of land of the Yuma project. <A part of these lands have been irri- 
gated continuously for approximately 50 years last past. 

As the water of the Colorado River vitally affects the seven States of Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, as well as a 
large amount of land in Mexico, and as a great many authorities agree that there 
is not sufficient water in the river to furnish an ample supply of water to the irrig- 
able lands in the basin, and as the operation of the Imperial Dam will affect the 
welfare of the Gila project lands, and the operation of the All-American Canal 
will affect the lands of the Yuma project as well as the Imperial and Coachella 
Valleys, and will determine the amount of water to be delivered to Mexico, and 
thus directly affect all the Colorado River Basin States and the Republic of 
Mexico. It seems to me that it is vitally important that the operation and con- 
trol of this dam and the All-American Canal down to and including the Pilot Knob 
wasteway should forever remain in the United States, 

I would like to point out to you one of the provisions of the All-American Canal 
contract, executed between the United States Secretary of the Interior and the 
Imperial Irrigation District, in December 1932, which reads as follows: 


“ASSUMPTION OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE BY DISTRICT 


“Art. 8. Upon 60 days’ written notice from the Secretary of the completion of 
construction of the aforesaid diversion dam, main canal, and appurtenant struc- 
tures, or of any major unit thereof useful to the district as determined by the 
Secretary, whose determination thereof shall be final and binding upon the parties 
hereto, the district shall assume the care, operation, and maintenance of said 
diversion dam, main canal, and appurtenant structures, or Major units thereof, 
including Laguna Dam, and thereafter the district shall at its own cost and with- 
out expense to the United States care for, operate, and maintain the same in such 
manner that such works shall remain in as good and efficient condition and of 
equal capacity for the diversion, transportation, and distribuiion of waiver as when 
received from the United States, reasonable wear and damaze by the elements 
excepted. Operation and maintenance of Imperial Dam by the district is a 
part of the obligation undertaken under this contract by the district for the 
transportation and delivery of water to public and Indian lands of the United 
States, and shall not interfere with the control of such dam by the United States. 
The United Siates may from time to time in the discretion of the Secretary, 
resume operation and maintenance of said dam upon not less than 60 days’ 
written notice and require reassumption thereof by the district on like notice. 
During such times, after completion, as the dam is operated and maintained by 
the United States, the district shall on March 1 of each year advance to the 
United States the estimated cost of operation and maintenance for the following 
12 months, upon estimates furnished therefor on or before September 1 next 
preceding. After the care, operation, and maintenance of the aforesaid works 
have been assumed by the district, the district shall save the United Staies, its 
officers, agents, and employees harmless as to any and all injury and damage 
to persons and property which may arise out of the care, operation, and mainie- 
nance thereof. In the event the United States fails to complete the works herein 
contemplated and the district fails to elect to make use of the works theretofore 
partially or wholly construcied, the district shall be fully relieved of any and all 
responsibility for any further operation and maintenance of the works thereiofore 
taken over by the disvrici for thai purpose and thereupon che disirict shall no 
longer be responsible for said maintenance or operaiion or damage to person or 
property which may arise therefrom.” 

This matter can very properly be adjusted so as to retain operation of the 
Imperial Dam and All-American Canal down io and including the Pilow Knob 
wasieway by the Government, at the time of consideration of the execution of the 
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proposed lateral and drainage canal contract for the regulation and control of 
the water in the Imperial and Coachella Valleys in connection with the All- 
American Canal which should probably be taken up this coming fall. 

Hoping you will give this matter your very careful consideration, I beg to 
remain, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Huco B. Farmer, 
Arizona Director, National Reclamation Association. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas it appears that a continuing effort is being made to build a hydroelec- 
tric power plant on the All-American Canal, at or near the Pilot Knob spillway, 
and that the successful operation thereof will require the use of a continuous flow 
of approximately 3,000 second-feet of water from the Colorado River; and 

Whereas we believe that such use of Colorado River water would effect the 
delivery to Mexican lands of a much larger amount of water than was used on such 
lands prior to the building of Boulder Dam, and thereby vest such lands with a 
prior right thereto, and also deprive valuable lands of the Gila project of their 
just share of such water; and 

Whereas careful investigations of stream-flow records of the Colorado River, 
and the amount of irrigable lands in the river basin, have definitely determined 
that the amount of water flowing in the Colorado River is not sufficient to provide 
an adequate water supply for the irrigable lands in the seven Colorado River 
Basin States; and 

Whereas there are numerous undeveloped sites on the Colorado River, where 
dams can be constructed and large amounts of hydroelectric energy can be ob- 
tained at a reasonable cost, without the loss of water for the reclamation of our 
valuable American lands: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Colorado River Commission oppose the building ef such 
proposed hydroelectric power plant unless it is definitely established prior to the 
building thereof, that Arizona lands will receive their just share of the water of 
the Colorado River as recognized in the Boulder Canyon Project Act, to wit: 

The exclusive beneficial consumptive use, in perpetuity, of 2,800,000 acre-feet 
per annum of the 7,500,000 acre-feet of water annually apportioned to the lower 
basin of the Colorado River by paragraph (a) of article III of the Colorado River 
compact, and in addition thereto, the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of the 
Gila River and its tributaries within the boundaries of Arizona, and such amount 
of the surplus, or unapportioned water of said Colorado River, as shall be equal 
to that enjoyed by users of Colorado River water in the State of California; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be spread on the minutes of the Colorado River 
Commission and that such use be made thereof as shall appear most beneficial 
to the State of Arizona. 

Done and adopted at a meeting of the Colorado River Commission this 9th 
day of August 1941. 

Huco B. Farmer Vice Chairman. 

Attest: 

Auma M. Davis, Secretary. 


Gita Prosect AssocraTion, INC., 
Yuma, Ariz., November 25, 1944. 
Hon. Corpe.t HULL, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. Secretary: Several years ago I wrote you regarding the operation 
of the Imperial Dam; the All-American Canal, and the proposed construction of 
a power plant at the Pilot Knob wasteway by the Imperial Valley Irrigation 
District. I believe that in my letter I also quoted article 8 of the All-American 
Canal contract of December 1, 1932, which makes provision for the assumption 
of operation of the dam and canal by the Imperial Irrigation District. 

Quite a lot of water has run down the canal since then. You have also been 
negotiating a treaty with Mexico which, if accepted by the United States Senate, 
should, in the absence of further complications, take care of everything that I 
was concerned about at the time I wrote you. 
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I might also say now that we do not desire to prevent the good people of the 
Imperial Irrigation District from obtaining anything which they are justly entitled 
to have; however, we do feel that they should not, at this time, and probably 
without a full disclosure of facts, accomplish something which might muddy the 
water materially in the treaty matters. 

It is our understanding that the Imperial Irrigation District has now pending 
before the War Production Board an emergency application, which, if granted, 
will permit them to construct the proposed Pilot Knob power plant, and that 
they base their application on an emergent need for additional electric energy. 

I am wondering if it has also been made to appear in their application that 
the Imperial Irrigation District now has, on the All-American Canal, at drops 
2 and 5 in the canal, power sites which, according to my information and belief 
have already installed suitable foundations. That at drop 2 they have a 25- 
foot drop, and a reasonably constant flow of some 6,000 second-feet of water and, 
that at drop 5 they have a 25-foot drop, and a reasonably constant flow of 3,000 
second-feet of water. 

As the Pilot Knob wasteway, at which nothing has as yet heen done toward 
construction of a power plant, it is my understanding that there is available a 
water drop of approximately 50 feet, and a possible water flow of 3,000 second- 
feet, so I believe the two power drops in the canal; one at drop 2, in the All- 
American Canal, a water drop of 25 feet with a present reasonably constant 
water flow of 6,000 second-feet, and one at drop 5, in the All-American Canal, a 
water drop of 25 feet with a present reasonably constant water flow of 3,000 
second-feet, and the foundations for a power unit at each drop already constructed, 
should make possible the construction of such hydroelectric power plants as may 
reasonably be needed by the Imperial irrigation district in the near future, and 
the Pilot Knob wasteway can remain undisturbed, at least pending the settlement 
of the proposed treaty with Mexico. 

If you should be interested in the statements contained in this letter I hope that 
you will cause proper investigation to be made, and that unnecessary complica- 
tions which might result if the Imperial irrigation district should be able to start 
construction on a power plant at the Pilot Knob wasteway before settlement of 
pending treaty matters, may be avoided. 

I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 


Sec retary, Gila Project Association. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
January 3, 1949. 
Hon. Jutius A. Krua, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Recent newspaper dispatches under Washington date 
line indicate that the State Department, the Department of the Interior, and the 
Imperial irrigation district are about to agree on terms for operation by the district 
of the Pilot Knob section of the All-American Canal, including Imperial Dam. 
Our information, largely from the public press, is that the State Department, the 
Department of the Interior, and Imperial irrigation district have been carrying on 
negotiations for a year or more. Occasionally, on specific request, we have been 
favored with driblets of correspondence which indicate the trend of thinking in 
the Department and that the facilities for the delivery of water to Mexico under 
the treaty is a matter which concerns only Imperial irrigation district. While 
Arizona in particular and other Colorado River Basin States also have a significant 
interest, the physical conditions in the river, its control, and the operation of joint 
facilities clearly show that Arizona has a direct interest; and we are sure the other 
Colorado River Basin States will insist that they are likewise concerned. 

It appears that we have been mistaken in our previous assumption that your 
Department and the Department of State would provide for participation by 
Arizona representation in these matters that so vitally affect Arizona’s interest. 
We regret the consequent necessity of advising both Departments that we oppose 
any efforts to alter existing arrangements without the protection that Arizona 
should properly have. We are addressing this protest particularly to you because 
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the Department of the Interior has special and specific responsibility to recla- 
mation project water users in Arizona which should make you keenly appreciative 
of their equities. The interests of the State of Arizona in the Colorado River are 
materially affected by the Mexican water treaty, and Arizona is unavoidably 
concerned as to the possible effect of any proposed operation of Imperial Dam and 
the Pilot Knob section of the All-American Canal on the Gila and Yuma projects. 
That may be of special importance if water deliveries under the treaty or water 
releases for flushing silt and for channel maintenance, might at any time adversely 
affect the water supply available to Arizona. It should not be necessary at this 
time to go into details as to how these projects and the further developments of 
the Gila project, already under way, would be jeopardized by placing control of 
diversions from the Colorado River at Imperial Dam in the hands of a non-Federal 
ageney which is primarily concerned with taking, and establishing claims to, 
Colorado River water beyond the limits fixed by the Colorado River compact, 
the Limitation Act of the State of California, and the Boulder Canvon Project Act. 

We are also challenging the assertion that, under the now changed conditions 
resulting from the treaty, the operation and maintenance provisions of the Imperial 
district contract of 1932 are not subject to adjustment conforming with the new 
factors. Such ‘“‘inviolability”’ is all the less understandable in view of the fact that 
the contract was entered into on behalf of the United States, through a former 
Secretary of the Interior, in the closing days of the Hoover administration. This 
contract was negotiated and executed without proper notice to Arizona and 
despite the fact that the Yuma project of the Bureau of Reclamation in our State 
is placed at the mercy of a hostile organization. It is fantastic to assert that under 
such circumstances, contract provisions which grant the Imperial irrigation 
district control of diversions of the Colorado River at Imperial Dam are not now 
subject to modification. 

The effect of the treaty on the proposed Pilot Knob power development, which 
will use water required for delivery to Mexico, is a related and important con- 
sideration. We will not deal with this phase of the problem in detail at this time, 
but point out that it also must be reexamined in the light of present altered con- 
ditions. 

It is our opinion that the Mexican Water Treaty, when ratified by the United 
States Senate, contemplated that all facilities necessary to the delivery of Colorado 
River water to Mexico would be retained in the ownership, control, and operation 
of the Secretary of the Interior, subject to direction of the Secretary of State as to 
the treaty requirements. Obviously Imperial Dam, the Arizona and California 
outlet works, and the All-American Canal down to and ineluding Pilot Knob 
wasteway and the power privilege at Pilot Knob, as well as the connection of the 
Yuma project at Siphon Drop, are works whose operation are affected by the 
treaty. Hence the treaty affects the interests of the State of Arizona and particu- 
larly the Yuma and Gila projects, for which the Department of the Interior is 
responsible. We urge that the Secretary of the Interior, directly or through the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, take appropriate steps to discharge those responsi- 
bilities and so advise the State Department. 

We are advising the Secretary of State of our position in this matter and en- 
closing a copy of this letter. 

We are also forwarding a copy of this letter to the Commissioner of Reclamation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cari HAYDEN. 
Ernest W. McFAaruanp. 


Unirep Stratres SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
January 3, 1949. 
Hon. Rosperr A. Lovert, 
Under Secretary of State, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: We have been deeply disturbed to learn, we regret 
to say, by the indirect means of newspaper dispatches, that the Department of 
State and the Department of the Interior are about to conclude negotiations with 
the Imperial irrigation district of California to effect transfer to such district of the 
operation and maintenance of the Imperial Dam and the Imperial Dam-Pilot 
Knob section of the All-American Canal. Our distress at that information is 
augmented by observing a letter to Mr. Evan T. Hewes, president, board of dir- 
ectors, Imperial irrigation district, signed by Mr. Ernest A. Gross for the Sacre- 
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tary of State. The letter states that it is hoped that it will be possible for the 
Department of State to submit to the Imperial irrigation district, at an early 
date, a draft of a proposed agreement for transfer of the operation and mainten- 
ance of those works. The letter is published in House Document 717, Eightieth 
Congress, Second session, titled, ‘The Hoover Dam Documents.” 

Action to conclude arrangements for transfer of operation and maintenance 
of Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal down to Pilot Knob contravenes 
the clear intent of the Mexican Water Treaty of 1944, which was that those works 
would be operated by the Bureau of Reclamation. Discussions looking to any 
departure from this intent without consultation with the representatives of the 
State of Arizona and other States are improper and we condemn the course that 
has been pursued. We protest particularly the course pursued by your Depart- 
ment in proceeding with negotiations with the Imperial irrigation district without 
providing to representatives of Arizona interests full information of the course of 
discussions and without affording to them suitable opportunity to protect their 
rights. 

Your Department apparently is proceeding on the wholly erroneous theory 
that operation and maintenance of the Imperial Dam and the Imperial Dam- 
Pilot Knob section of the All-American Canal is a matter for settlement solely 
between the United States and the Imperial irrigation district. Large existing 
and prospective irrigation projects in the State of Arizona are vitally concerned 
with the operation of those works and have definite rights which must be pro- 
tected through the conditions of their operation. That position was asserted in 
the Arizona protests against the Imperial irrigation district contract of Decem- 
ber 1, 1932, and its cogency was not in any degree diminished by execution of the 
contract. The concern of Arizona projects in operation of the All-American 
Canal is greatly increased by the Mexican Water Treaty which adversely affects 
the amount of water available to United States water users. Were control and 
operation of the diversion from the Colorado River and of the works for carriage 
of the water to be in the hands of a non-Federal competitive entity, the Arizona 
projects would be at a great disadvantage and the security of their water supply 
would be seriously jeopardized. Those are among the compelling reasons why 
Arizona and other Colorado River States always have and do now resist the 
transfer to the Imperial irrigation district. 

We have relied on the explicit assurances that were provided by the spokes- 
man for your Department in connection with the Senate ratification of the 
Mexican Water Treaty. Mr. L. M. Lawson, United States Commissioner of the 
International Boundary and Water Commission testified at length before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and we quote from his testimony. In the pre- 
pared statement by the United States Section of the International Boundary 
Commission, as shown on page 169 of part 1 of the hearings before the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, Seventy-ninth Congress, first session, Mr. Lawson 
stated, “Similarly, the Bureau of Reclamation would operate the Imperial Dam 
and the Imperial Dam-Pilot Knob reach of the All-American Canal so as to 
insure compliance with the Mexican schedules relating to the delivery of waters 
at the boundary line by means of the All-American Canal.” 

The position indicated in Mr. Ernest A. Gross’ August 4, 1948 letter indicates a 
complete reversal of the previous position of the Department of State, and it 
constitutes a complete repudiation of the assurances contained in Mr. Lawson’s 
testimony above quoted upon which Arizona interests have relied. In all frank- 
ness we are surprised and alarmed at the reversal of the position by your Depart- 
ment after the adoption of the Mexican treaty. We implicitly relied on these 
representations. They were one of the persuading factors in our backing your 
Department in the adoption of the treaty. Surely you are not now telling us we 
were not justified in doing this. We are at a loss to understand what consider- 
ations may have led the Department of State to reverse its position and are dis- 
tressed that the Department has made such reversal without proper opportunity 
for recourse by Arizona interests that have been relying on the Department’s 
previous assurances. 

In this matter, Arizona has at stake rights to irrigation water supplies of great 
importance to the State. We cannot condone the matter in which your Depart- 
ment has proceeded. Similarly, we are protesting to the Secretary of the Interior 
and advising him of our opposition to the participation of his Department in these 
negotiations. A copy of our letter to the Secretary of the Interior is enclosed for 
your information and I also am sending a copy of this letter to the Secretary of 
the Interior for that purpose. 

We therefore urge that you personally direct an immediate suspension of the 
pending proceedings for this transfer, and that you cause the situation to be 
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thoroughly reconsidered under circumstances allowing participation by repre- 
sentatives of the State of Arizona and of other interested States, with a view 
toward fulfillment of representation such as the one made by Mr. Lawson and 
quoted above. 
Sincerely yours, 
Cari HaypeEn. 
Ernest W. McFaruanp. 


JANUARY 17, 1949. 
Hon. Juxtius A. Krua, 
The Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: We thank you for your assurance that the Department 
and the Bureau of Reclamation will carefully study our letter of January 3 in 
connection with the contemplated transfer to the Imperial irrigation district of the 
maintenance and operation of the Imperial Dam and the Pilot Knob reach of the 
All-American Canal. We note, also, that you intend to make a comprehensive 
reply after such study has been completed; and we therefore invite your attention 
to the matters below set forth. 

You doubtless have by now received a copy of a reply dated January 11, 1949, 
made by the Under Secretary of State to our letter to him, written January 3, 
regarding such contemplated transfer. 

Ve positively are not content to allow the case to rest in its present posture, and 
intend to continue active efforts toward realization of a proper outcome. 

In view of the prospective changes in the offices of Secretary and Under Secretary 
of State, with the attendant interruption of the course of affairs, we deem it of 
especial importance to keep this situation in the forefront of your mind in order 
that it not undergo delay or temporary neglect at what may be a critical period. 

As a supplement to the presentations already made, we are now preparing 
another letter to the Secretary of State, which letter is intended further to present 
brief legal aspects of the case and to reregister our vigorous and continuing protest 
against the consummation of such transfer. A copy of this letter will also be sent 
to you. 

For the moment we desire to emphasize the position taken by the Department 
of the Interior concerning the operation and maintenance of the works and facilities 
now in question; and we consequently invite your consideration of the representa- 
tion made by Mr. Harry W. Bashore, then Commissioner of Reclamation, to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 19, 1945, prior to ratification of 
the treaty by the Senate. You are undoubtedly aware of the fact that several 
Senators without whose support the ratification could not possibly have been 
obtained, gave their support in reliance upon departmental representations that 
a Federal agency would maintain and operate these works and facilities. Mr. 
Bashore then spoke as follows: 

“The agreement (between the Secretary of State and the Secretary of the 
Interior) provides in substance that the operations of existing works wholly within 
the United States and only partly used for treaty purposes now performed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation will continue to be so operated, and additional major 
construction within the United States required by the treaty will be performed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The works will be operated as to assist in fulfilling 
the requirements of the treaty. More specifically, on the Colorado River, the 
Bureau will continue to operate Boulder, Parker, and Imperial Dams and All- 
American Canal, and will construct and operate Davis Dam as it is now authorized 
to do.”’ 

We enclose related excerpts (enclosure 1) from the protocol to such treaty, 
which by express agreement was regarded as an integral part of the latter and 
was in consequence one of the terms thereof at the time of ratification, and from 
the treaty itself. Also enclosed is another excerpt (enclosure 2) from the inter- 
departmental agreement approved June 18, 1945. 

In view of these clear statements of policy, made at a time when the ratification 
of the treaty was under consideration, we do not see how it can be possible that 
the Department of the Interior can now reverse its position. Upon the contrary, 
we rely upon your Department to insist that these several plain commitments be 
-arried into effect without equivocation or evasion. 

Yours very truly, 
Cart HAYDEN. 
Ernest W. McFartanp. 
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EXCERPT FROM PROTOCOL 


Wherever, by virtue of the provisions of the treaty * * * specific func- 
tions are imposed on, or exclusive jurisdiction is vested in, either of the sections 
of the International Boundary and Water Commission, which involve the con- 
struction or use of works for storage or conveyance of water, flood control, stream 
gaging, or for any other purpose, which are situated wholly within the territory 
of the country of that section, and which are to be used only partly for the per- 
formance of treaty provisions, such jurisdiction shall be exercised, and such func- 
tions, including the construction, operation, and maintenance of the said works, 
shall be performed and carried out by the Federal agencies of that country which 
now or hereafter may be authorized by domestic law to construct, or to operate 
and maintain, such works. Such functions or jurisdictions shall be exercised in 
conformity with the provisions of the treaty and in cooperation with the respective 
section of the Commission, to the end that all international obligations and func- 
tions may be coordinated and fulfilled. 


EXCERPT FROM TREATY 


The works constructed, acquired or used in fulfillment of the provisions of this 
treaty and located wholly within the territorial limits of either country, although 
these works may be international in character, shall remain, except as herein 
otherwise specifically provided, under the exclusive jurisdiction and control of 
the section of the Commission in whose country the works may be situated. 


EXCERPTS FROM INTERDEPARTMENT AGREEMENT OF THE STATE AND INTERIOR 
DEPARTMENTS, JUNE 18, 1945 


(Pp. A893-A894 of Hoover Dam Documents) 


“4. Unless and until otherwise provided in accordance with the domestie law 
of the United States, in conformance with the treaty and the protocol, the Bureau 
shall exercise or continue to exercise jurisdiction, and shall perform functions 
and construction, where new construction may be involved, and operation and 
maintenance, within the principles stated herein, as to facilities and works as 
follows: 

* * * * * * * 

“(b) Colorado River. 

(1) All facilities and works above and including Laguna Dam, and all works 
constituting a part of the Yuma and Gila Federal reclamation projects of the 
Department of the Interior. 

“(2) All-American Canal. 

**(3) Pilot Knob check and wasteway and, to whatever extent provision may 
be made for the generation of electrie energy at Pilot Knob by the United States, 
the Pilot Knob power plant and appurtenances. 

““(4) The design of the protective works within the United States contemplated 
by the provisions of article 12 (a) of the treaty as a result of the construction of 
the Mexican diversions structure in the Colorado River shall be subject to the 
approval of the Bureau, with the understanding that the part of such works to be 
built in the United States may be built and operated and maintained by the 
Bureau, at its option, subject to supervisory control by the United States section. 

“(5) The flood control works contemplated by article 13 of the treaty above 
Laguna Dam and, to the extent that may hereafter be agreed upon between the 
United States section and the Bureau by a memorandum supplementary hereto, 
the flood control works allocated to the United States between Laguna Dam and 
the boundary: Provided, however, that nothing herein shall impair or medify the 
jurisdiction and functions of the Bureau under the act of January 21, 1927 (44 
Stat. 1010), as amended, relating to the Colorado River front work and levee 
system,”’ 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
August 20, 1948. 
The Honorable SecrETARY OF STATE, 
Washington 25, D.C, 
My Dear Mr. Secretary: We have given careful consideration to the letters 
addressed to us on August 4, by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, Counselor of the Depart- 
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ment of State, relating (1) to the proposal of the Imperial irrigation district 
concerning the operation and maintenance of the Imperial Dam and the part of 
the All-American Canal down to and including Pilot Knob check and wasteway 
and (2) the operation of the power plant at the Pilot Knob site, and enclosing a 
copy of a letter dated August 4 to Judge Stone. 

It is noted that the Imperial irrigation district has been advised that the con- 
clusion has been reached by the State Department that, in principle, the operation 
and maintenance of Imperial and Laguna Dams, and of the All-American Canal 
and the Pilot Knob wasteway, as well as the construction and operation of the 
electric power plant at Pilot Knob by the Imperial irrigation district somewhat 
along the lines of its proposals would be possible under certain circumstances 
without violating the water treaty of 1944 between the United States and Mexico 
but that certain clarifying amendments to its proposals would be necessary. 

(1) We concur fully in the position of the Colsenie River Basin States Com- 
mittee as stated in its letter to you of May 14, 1948, that ‘‘The Imperial Dam, the 
sluicing works, the head gates to the All-American Canal, to the Gila project canal, 
to the Yuma project canal, and the Laguna Dam should be owned and operated 
directly by the United States.”” We think it is essential that Imperial Dam, and 
related works, which are used to serve treaty fulfillment as well as interests other 
than the Imperial irrigation district, should continue to be operated by the 
United States and we strongly urge that both the amendments to the AIll- 
American Canal contract of December 1, 1932, and the rules and regulations, 
which you state are under consideration, will reflect that position. 

In this connection, we consider it particularly important that nothing in the 
formulation either of clarifying amendments to the Imperial irrigation district’s 
proposal or such regulations should have the effect of impairing the existing rights 
of the United States under its contract of December 1, 1932, with the Imperial 
irrigation district to take and retain, wholly independently of the treaty, the works 
mentioned in the foregoing quotation. 

May we also ask that the State of Arizona, the Colorado River Basin States 
Committee, and the Department of the Interior have a full opportunity to examine 
any proposed agreements as well as related rules and regulations, and to make such 
representations as thev consider appropriate before such agreements and rules and 
regulations become effective: 

(2) With respect to the operation by Imperial irrigation district of the power 
plant at the Pilot Knob site, we concur fully in the position of the Colorado River 
Basin States Committee, as stated in its letter of May 14 to you, as follows: 

“(4) In the event the Department of State determines that the Imperial 
district may generate power at the Pilot Knob site, then an agreement between the 
United States and the Imperial district relating thereto should contain provisions 
covering the following points: 

“(a) The Imperial district shall recognize as valid and binding the Mexican 
Water Treaty, the Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, 
and the California Self-Limitation Act. 

““(b) The use of water for power generation shall be subject to the availabilit, 
of water for such use under the treaty, compact, and statutes mentioned in (a) 
above. 

““(c) Water in excess of the amount deliverable to Mexico under the Mexican 
Water Treaty through the All-American Canal shall be used in power generation 
at Pilot Knob under rules and regulations established by the United States. Such 
rules and regulations shall provide appropriate means of protecting the condition 
of the river channel below Imperial Dam by the passage of water down the river 
channel rather than through the All-American Canal. 

*“(d) Use by the Imperial district of water for power generation at Pilot Knob 
shall not c:eate in the district any right, nor be asserted as the basis of any claim 
of right, to maintenance of anv flow of water through the power plant in excess of 
that required to be Celivered through the All-American Canal to Mexico by the 
Mexican Water Treaty, and the United States or any upstream users in conformity 
with the provisions of the treaty, compact, and statutes specified in paragraph 
(a), may cut off such excess flow at any time without incurring any liability.” 
Likewise, with respect to the operation of the power plant, we strongly urge that 
the rules and regulations which you state are under consideration, should reflect 
that position; and we ask that the State of Arizona, the Colorado River Basin 
States Committee, and the Department of the Interior have a full opportunity to 
examine any proposed agreements as well as related rules and regulations, and to 
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make such representations as they consider appropriate before such agreements 
and rules and regulations become effective. 
Sincerely yours, 
CarRL HAYDEN, 
United States Senator. 
Ernest W. McFaR.Lanp, 
United States Senator. 


Unitep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
August 25, 1948. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Since I joined with Senator McFarland in our reply 
of August 20 to the letters addressed to us on August 4 by Mr. Charles E. Bohlen, 
counselor of your Department, I have received the enclosed letter dated August 
17, 1948, from Mr. Hugo B. Farmer of Yuma, Ariz., which deserves your most 
careful consideration. 

I can vouch for Mr. Farmer as one who is entirely familiar with the facts relating 
to the contract of December 1, 1932, between the then Secretary of the Interior 
and the Imperial irrigation district and every statement that he makes in his 
letter of August 17 is in entire accord with my understanding of the cireum- 
stances surrounding that transaction. 

Mr. Farmer’s letter emphasizes the wisdom and vital importance of the principle 
laid down by the Colorado Basin States Committee on May 24, 1948, that ‘‘the 
Imperial Dam, the sluicing works, the head gates to the All-American Canal, to 
the Gila project canal, to the Yuma project canal and the Laguna Dam should be 
owned and operated directly by the United States.’ What he has written is 
based upon the following unquestionable facts: 

(1) That the Gila project, consisting of 150,000 acres of land located entirely in 
Arizona, has an established right to divert 600,000 acre-feet of water from the 
Colorado River at the Arizona abutment of the Imperial Dam. 

(2) That the total cost of the Imperial Dam was about $5,700,000 of which the 
Gila project is required to pay more than $1,500,000. 

(3) That water for over 50,000 acres of land in Arizona under the Yuma recla- 
mation project, with an annual consumptive use of about 200,000 acre-feet, is 
diverted from the Colorado River by the Imperial Dam, flows down the All- 
American Canal about 18 miles and is then conveyed under the Colorade River by 
a siphon 930 feet long, to the main canal of that project. 

(4) That the Laguna Dam was originally constructed for the purpose of divert- 
ing water from the Colorado River for the benefit of the Yuma reclamation project 
in Arizona and for the reclamation project in Arizona and for the irrigation of 
about 8,000 acres of land within the Yuma Indian Reservation and about 7,000 
acres near Bard, being two units of the Yuma project located in California, The 
Laguna Dam is not now being used to divert water into the All-American Canal, 
which heads at the Imperial Dam over 4 miles above it, and there no longer 
exists any legitimate reason why the Imperial irrigation district should have con- 
trol over it. 

As a matter of simple justice, any power or other benefits which may be obtain- 
able from the Laguna Dam should either be restored to the Yuma reclamation 
project or be retained by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Farmer is correct in stating that the All-American Canal contract of Decem- 
ber 1, 1932, was approved by the then Secretary of the Interior despite the protest 
of the Yuma County Water Users Association, representing the farmers of the 
Yuma project in Arizona, that it gave the Imperial irrigation district an unreason- 
able control of their water supply. 

The date when Secretary Wilbur, a citizen of California, signed that contract 
is highly significant. It was just 3 weeks after President Hoover, who appointed 
him, was defeated for reelection that this arrangement, so favorable to residents 
of California, was consummated. No additional sanctity attaches to a contract 
which is signed by an official who at that time knew that he would soon be out of 
office. 

As has been plainly indicated by Mr. Bohlen, the kind of a contract which the 
Imperial irrigation district may obtain for the operation of the All-American 
Canal and the Pilot Knob power plant has a direct bearing upon the exercise of 
good faith by the United States in carrying into effect its obligations under the 
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treaty with Mexico relating to the waters of the Colorado River. In that con- 
nection the State Department should bear in mind: 

First, that the hearings before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
give ample proof that those representing the Imperial irrigation district did every- 
thing within their power to prevent ratification of that treaty by the United 
States Senate. They deliberately adopted that course of action because they 
were well aware that the treaty, when ratified, would have the effect of abrogating 
any provisions of their contract with the Secretary of the Interior of December 1, 
1932, which were in conflict with it. 

Second, that in February 1947, during the Eightieth Congress, a Senator and a 
Representative in Congress from California introduced identical bills (S. 693 and 
H. R. 1848) defining the powers and duties of the Secretary of the Interior with 
respect to the Colorado River under the treaty with Mexico of February 3, 1944. 
I do not hesitate to assert that these bills were prepared and introduced at the 
instance of the same representatives of the Imperial irrigation district who, 
having failed to prevent ratification of that treaty, were secking to obtain legis- 
lation by Congress to attain a like result. Counselor Bohlen, in his letter to 
Senator Butler on January 20, 1948, making an adverse report on the bill, S. 693, 
did not fail to point out that “Various amendments or reservations to the treaty 
having the same general objectives were introduced in the Senate during the 
debate on the treaty, and after full discussion were rejected.”’ 

In the light of all the obvious attempts on the part of those who are in control 
of the Imperial irrigation district to defeat and then sabotage the Mexican Water 
Treaty, there is only one way by which the Department of State may be com- 
pletely assured that the interests of the United States under that treaty will be 
fully protected. Under no circumstances should the Federal Government sur- 
render to that district the control of any of the facilities and works on the Colo- 
rado River which are used to divert water into the All-American Canal. The 
day-to-day determinations of what should be done in accordance with the treaty 
should not be made by its open and avowed enemies. The Department of State, 
being in honor bound to see that all provisions of that treaty are faithfully ob- 
served, is not required to assume a risk which no prudent person would recommend. 

Yours very respectfully, 
Cart HayYpDEN, 
United States Senator, 


P.S. Mr. Farmer’s letter to me may be retained in the State Department files. 
I have copies of it. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
September 11, 1948. 
The honorable the SEcRETARY OF STATE, 
State Department, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: I am in receipt of the letter written to me by Mr. 
Charies E. Bohlen, counselor of the Department of State, on September 3, 1948, 
and am glad to note that, before final approval, the proposed modifications of the 
All-American Canal contract of 1932 and the rules and regulations thereunder 
are to be submitted to the Colorado River Basin States Committee. I assume 
that the Department of the Interior will likewise have an opportunity to make a 
careful study of the texts of each proposal. 

I am also gratified to observe that any conflicts between the water treaty with 
Mexico of February 3, 1944, and the All-American Canal contract of 1932, are to 
be resolved in favor of the treaty. It would undoubtedly be safer for the Federal! 
Government to retain complete control of all the facilities and works on the 
Colorado River used to divert water into the All-American Canal; but if it is 
finally agreed that such facilities and works are to be operated by the Imperial 
irrigation district, the right to recapture them from the district ‘“‘at any time, with 
or without notice” should be clearly and certainly reserved. 

If the State Department was entering into agreements with parties who had 
consistently supported the ratification by the Senate of the Mexican Water 
Treaty and who had not sponsored legisiation upon which the counselor of your 
Department had deemed it to be his duty to submit an adverse report within the 
present vear, there would not be such compelling reasons for proceeding witn great 
care in determining just what the terms of any agreements with them should be. 

About 2 weeks ago I sent to Mr. Charles A. Carson of Phoenix, Ariz., who is a 
member of the Colorado River Basin States Committee and attorney for the 
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Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, copies of my recent letters to the State 
Department and Mr. Bohlen’s replies thereto. Under date of August 30, Mr. 
Carson wrote me a letter, the pertinent parts of which I quote: 

“Thank you very much for your letter of August 26 with enclosures and also 
for your prior letter. 

“T think your letters to the Secretary of State very clearly state our views. 
I was also very glad to have a copy of the letter of Mr. Charles E, Bohlen, ad- 
dressed to Senator Butler of January 20. 

“Section 10 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, which is the sole source of the 
authority of the Secretary to make the 1932 contract with the Imperial irrigation 
district, clearly states that he is authorized to make such contract ‘with the con- 
sent of the other users.’ 

“Secretary Wilbur’s memorandum opinion of November 4, 1931, details the 
objections that were made by the other users of water and proposed users of 
water through the All-American Canal at that time, and he merely winds up by 
overruling the protests and approving the contract. 

“T do not believe that any court would construe the filing of a protest and the 
overruling of a protest as a consent by the protestant. 

“T am informed that the Coachella Valley County water district is protesting 
at the present time, and I am sure that the people of the Welton-Mohawk, the 
Gila project and the Yuma Valley have not consented at any time to the turning 
over of the canal to the Imperial irrigation district. 

“There is another provision of the 1932 contract executed by Mr. Wilbur with 
the Imperial irrigation district which it appears is very significant as to the then 
purpose and intent. It is contained in the last paragraph of section 12 of article 
17 of that contract and is as follows: 

“* This contract is without prejudice to any other or additional rights which the 
district may now have not inconsistent with the foregoing provisions of this 
article, or may hereafter acquire in or to the waters of the Colorado River.’ 

“The entire article is also significant. The quoted sentence follows a list of 
the California priorities under which Imperial irrigation district was strictly 
limited. It therefore appears that at the time the contract was signed the Im- 
perial irrigation district, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, did 
not intend to stay within the limitation to which it had agreed and the priorities 
that are set out immediately preceding the sentence. 

“Article 8 of the original contract reserves to the United States the authority 
to take over operation and article 8 imposes an obligation upon the district rather 
than a right.” 

Your particular attention is directed to Mr. Carson’s statement that the action 
taken by the then Secretary of the Interior in overruling the protest of the Yuma 
County Water Users’ Association against the All-American Canal contract of 
1932 was in violation of section 10 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act which 
required “‘the consent of the other users.”’ 

No doubt the State Department has a copy of Secretary Wilbur’s decision of 
November 4, 1931, on the various objections made to the All-American Canal 
contract; but for fear that it is not available to your Department there is enclosed 
a copy of the protest made by the Yuma County Water Users’ Association on 
October 16, 19381, to which, some 20 days later, Secretary Wilbur gave no heed. 

The copy of the 1931 protest which I am transmitting to vou was supplied by 
Mr. Henry Frauenfelder, who is at this time the president of the Yuma County 
Water Users’ Association. I am also in receipt of the attached letter from him 
dated at Yuma on August 31, which may be retained in the Department files since 
I have made copies. 

In his letter Mr. Frauenfelder urges: 

1. That the Department of State should not lightly regard the formal protest 
filed by the association which he represents. 

In this I fully coneur, since I am convinced that the All-American Canal contract 
of 19382 was consummated under circumstances which fully justify the right to 
question its fairness toward the water users in Arizona. 

2. That the construction of the Imperial Dam destroyed potential power possi- 
bilities at the Laguna Dam of great value to the Yuma reclamation project; and 
that, unless modified, the 1932 contract may do further and substantial damage 
to the water users under that project. 

It appears to me that Mr. Frauenfelder’s request, that any water not needed 
for agricultural purposes in the Arizona part of the Yuma project be utilized to 
generate power at Pilot Knob for the benefit of that project, is fair ard reasonable. 
Just because the farmers of the Yuma project were deprived of water power 
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benefits 16 years ago by the arbitrary and precipitate action of a Secretary of the 
Interior is no reason why they should now be further penalized because of any 
neglect by the State Department to restore a fair balance in the disposition of 
water power bepefits. 

If the Imperial irrigation district sincerely desires to live from now on in peace 
and harmony as a good neighbor with the Yuma County Water Users’ Association, 
that district should be willing to concede that it would gain an undue advantage 
if the 1932 contract remains unchanged and that in fairness the Yuma project 
should be allowed to move the place where the balance of its 2,000 second-fect 
of water is returned to the Colorado River from Syphon Drop to Pilot Knob. 
This is water which the Yuma project has been using for 22 vears to make power 
and the district should not only concede that this use will not be denied in the 
future at Syphon Drop, but that its use be made more effective at Pilot Knob. 

I remain, 

Yours very sincerely, 
Cart HAYDEN, 
United States Sena'or from Arizona. 

(See also p. 2225.) 

Senator Haypen. There is only one other thing I would like to 
inquire about, Mr. Ely, and that is how long you have been an attorney 
for the Imperial irrigation district. 

Mr. Eny. Since 1946, I believe. 

Senator Haypren. What is vour rate of compensation? 

Mr. Ery. I am paid a retainer at the rate of $700 per month, 
which includes all of the work that they may ask me to do, including 
departmental conferences, work in connection with the litigation, if 
any, and the work which I am doing here today in presenting their 
views to you. 

Senator HaypEN. $700 a month? 

Mr. Exy. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEN. $8,400 a vear? 

Mr. Exy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. Are you attorney for any other California inter- 
ests? 

Mr. Exy. Yes; I represent the State of California through the 
Colorado River Board of California and through the Water Project 
Authority which deals with Central Valley projects. 

In connection with my work for the Colorado River Board, I am 
paid at the rate of $500 per month and for my work in connection with 
the Central Valley project the same rate, $500. 

In addition, 1 represent the Colorado River Board six-agency 
committee. That is, the six agencies who are represented on the 
Coiorado River Board, a State board, themselves contribute to a fund 
administered by the board members as a fund to supplement the 
payment by the State, and I am paid out of that fund a retainer at the 
rate of $1,000 per month and in addition at the rate of $20 per hour. 
But that particular compensation or employment does not include 
this work that I do today for the Imperial irrigation district. 

All of those amounts, I might say, are gross fees which include the 
services of an office with a staff of attorneys, clerical force, and so on. 
These are not net amounts. 

I represent, in addition, the Department of Water and Power of the 
City of Los Angeles which deals with Colorado River water. They 
operate the Hoover Dam power plant. That employment is separate. 
For that I am paid under a sliding scale rate varying from $500 to 
$800 per month. Since February 1951, I represented the East Bay 
municipal utility district at $700 per month. 
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Senator Haypen. Would you mind placing in the record a state- 
ment showing the aggregate amount you receive from each one of 
these sources? 

Mr. Exy. I shall be happy to do so. 

Senator Haypen. During the vear 1950 and for the last few vears. 

Mr. Ey. I shall be happy to do so. 

Senator Haypen. I will appreciate that. 

Mr. Exy. I might say that those matters are all of record, Mr. 
Chairman. They have been filed under the Lobby Act through the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House. There is nothing 
new about them. 

They include, however, a great deal of work not connected with 
appearances before Congress. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Mr. Evy. May I ask, before I leave the witness stand, whether the 
chairman will be kind enough, when our opponents appear, to ask for 
the same disclosures from them with reference to finances? 

Senator Haypen. | will be glad to. 

Mr. Ety. So far as I know, those gentlemen have not registered 
under the Lobby Act, and the data with respect to their income has 
not been made public by them. I think it might be useful. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information furnished by Mr. Ely in response to this request 
is as follows:) 


Gross Fees Recetvep From CauirorniA WATER INTERESTS, 1949-50 


(These are gross fees for services of a law office of four attorneys, and its staff, 
in general practice, including business with the hearings before the Government 
departments and administrative agencies, consultation with clients in the field as 
well as Washington, negotiation and drafting of contracts, litigation, research, 
appearances before committees of Congress, rendering of opinions and reports, 
and the furnishing of office and staff facilities for officers, attorneys, and engineers 
of these public agencies during their assignments to Washington.) 


1949 

\. W. McKinlay, trustee, six agency committee of the Colorado River 
Board $19, 
Imperial irrigation district 8, 
City of Los Angeles 8, 
State of California, Water Project Authority 6, 


State of California, Colorado River Board 5, 


1950 


\. W. McKinlay, trustee, six agency committee, of the Colorado River 

Board 25, 735 
Imperial irrigation district 8, 400 
City of Los Angeles 8, 400 
State of California, Water Project Authority ), 000 
State of California, Colorado River Board ), 250 


STATEMENT OF E. W. RISING, WASHINGTON, D. C, 


FEDERAL RECLAMATION POLICIES 


Senator Haypren. Our next witness is Mr. E. W. Rising. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman: My name is E. W. Rising, Washington, 
D.C. With your permission I will make a general statement regard- 
ing Federal reclamation policies, the effect of the no new starts 
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policy, and need for resumption of construction of new reclamation 
projects and units of projects. 

I will be followed by witnesses who will ask the committee to con- 
sider making appropriations for eight projects that do not have items 
in the budget for fiscal year 1952. 

Many of my statements will be documented by references to hearing 
before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Repre- 
sentatives February 12 and 14, 1951, and to the brochure entitled, 
“The Reclamation Programs, 1948-54, United States Department of 
the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation.”’ 

It has been stated many times that we must conserve manpower, 
materials, and money for our defense program. We believe that 
approval of the program that we will present to the committee today 
conforms to the slogan I have quoted. 

Congressman John R. Murdock, Chairman of the Interior and In- 
sular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives, in a letter 
addressed to the Acting Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation on 
January 26, 1951 said: 

We are all in accord with the views of the President that the needs of the 
defense program should be given first piiority. The Congress and the people, 
generally, must give 100 percent cooperation in expediting needed legislation for 
conserving manpower, materials, and money that could well be used under normal! 
conditions for other needed and useful purposes. 

The production of food to sustain our Armed Forces and civilian population 
is an essential part of our defense program, Also, as men from the farming areas 
are released, after serving the required period as members of our-Armed Forces, 
they will desire to establish homes on farms that do not now exist. We cannot, 
therefore, put aside entirely our program for providing irrigation to the arid 
lands of the West. 

I refer you to page 31 of the hearings of Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, House of Representatives, February 12 and 14, 1951. 


PROPER FOOD AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY IN CONSERVATION OF MANPOWER 


Conserving our manpower certainly includes providing an adequate 
supply of proper food for the men in our Armed Forces, those who 
are engaged in manufacture of arms and military equipment, as well 
as for our entire civilian population. 

We have little, if any, food surpluses today, and if we find it neces- 
sary to maintain the present high-speed produc tion effort for a term 
of years and our population continues to increase by more than 2 
million persons each year, we are soon going to need an increased 
volume of food. 

In fact it has already been found desirable to stimulate production 
of many commodities such as wheat, corn, beans, and cotton. We 
have found that planting additional acres to the crops mentioned will 
result in reducing domestic production of beet sugar in 1951 by 400,000 
tons. In other words, we do not have idle acres of good agricultural 
land and could not increase the production of necessary foods such 
as corn and beans and the supply of cotton without reducing acreage 
planted to other essential commodities. 

It is not anticipated that the people of the United States will be 
short of sugar, as additional sugar can probably be imported, provid- 
ing, of course, we do not have a submarine menace as was the case 
during World Wars I and II, when it was necessary to try to convince 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 2017 


the people they were using too large quantities of the cheapest food 
on earth, 
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL LAND 


Should anyone refer to food surpluses that occurred 15 years ago, 
let me say it is now generally conceded that there would have been 
little surplus food in the thirties if people had possessed the cash to 
buy. And let’s not overlook the fact that we now have 25 million 
more people living in the United States than we had in 1933, 50 
million more than in 1915, and no more agricultural land than we 
had 35 years ago or about 450 million acres. 

You may ask how did we succeed in meeting the feed demands for 
50 million additional people from the same number of acres of agricul- 
tural land that we had in 1915? 

Having succeeded, why can’t we repeat the success and supply 
necessary food for another 50 million people without increasing agri- 
cultural acreage? The answers are supplied by Dr. John Lee Coulter, 
consulting economist, and will be found at pages 171 to 188 of hearings 
before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, February 12 
and 14, 1951, from which I quote excerpts as follows: 


INCREASE OF 50 PERCENT IN UNITED STATES POPULATION 


During the past 35 years the population of the United States has 
increased 50 percent—from 100 million in 1915 to 150 million in 1950. 
While during the same period the total available farm land has 
remained about the same—450 million acres. How then were the 
additional 50 million people fed, clothed, and sheltered? How were 
we able to meet the demands of this increased population for food and 
fiber and at the same time maintain our highest standards of living? 
Several factors made this possible. 

A tremendous reduction in acreage devoted to cotton production. 
The cotton acreage from 1925 to 1929 averaged 45 million acres, while 
at the present time it is less than 20 million acres. Thus 25 million 
acres have been made available for the production of food and fiber 
for human requirements. 

The shift from horses and mules on the farms and elsewhere to auto- 
mobiles, trucks, and tractors. Prior to World War I there were more 
than 30 million horses and mules on farms and elsewhere throughout 
the country. By 1949, this number had been reduced to less than 10 
million—a reduction of more than 20 million—thus making available 
for human consumption the food and fiber produced on 60 million 
additional acres. 


EXPANSION OF WHEAT PRODUCTION IN THE GREAT PLAINS AREA 


It has been estimated that at least 35 million acres of grass lands in 
the Great Plains area had been plowed up and planted to wheat since 
World War I. Dr. Bennett, Chief of Soil Conservation Service, has 
recently stated, that there are probably as high as 8 million acres in 
these Plains States that should be gotten out of cultivation and put 
back to grass, and kept in grass. 

Senator Young. Mr. Rising, you are making some very important 
points there. I particularly appreciate the one on the shift in cotton 
production in the Southern States to irrigation projects. 
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I understand from visiting the South and from many articles that 
the South now is going into cattle and sheep production, particularly 
cattle on a rather large scale. 

I wonder if you can state about what percentage of the acreage on 
irrigated projects in Montana and North Dakota and other irrigated 
areas is used in the production of sugar beets, commodities used in 
the feeding of cattle and sheep, and crops noncompetitive with crops 
produced in dry farming areas? 

Mr. Rising. I think I will have to supply that for the record. 

Senator Youna. I believe it is a rather large percentage. 

Mr. Risinc. I shall endeavor to supply the figures for the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

Irrigated farms of the West produce a tremendous variety of crops such as 
vegetables, fruits, grain, alfalfa, and other livestock feed. Irrigated acreage pro- 
duces crops as follows: 

Sixty-seven percent of our irrigated acreage of the West is devoted to produc- 
tion of feed, forage, and grain that is consumed locally, primarily by livestock. 

Fifteen percent of our irrigated acres produce vegetables, truck, and fruit crops. 

Eighteen percent of our irrigated land is devoted to all other crops, including 
sugar beets and cotton. 

Rice, tobacco, and peanuts are not grown on irrigated lands. 

Only 1 percent of the wheat and corn grown in the United States is produced 
on irrigated lands, and almost all of these crops are consumed locally. 

Potatoes on irrigated land account for 15 percent of the total United States 
supply. 

We do take great pride in the fact that our irrigated lands produce large quanti- 
ties of fruits and vegetables that are in short supply and that we contribute 
substantially to high and improved standards of living. 

(See page 16 hearings before Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives on general study irrigation and reclamation problems, 
February 12 and 14, 1951.) 

These shifts and changes in our farming practices have made 
available the products of more than 100 million additional acres to 
meet the requirements of our rapidly increasing population during 
the past 35 years. But what about the future? With our population 
increasing at the tremendous rate of more than 2 million per year, 
what would be the situation if during the sixties or the seventies 
we were again confronted with a drought such as we experienced in 
the thirties? 


NECESSITY FOR RECLAMATION OF ARID AND SEMIARID AREAS 


Our population is not only growing but it is moving westward. 
By 1975 there will be 50 million or more people in the West. A 
balanced economy for these people will require the full development 
of all the resources of that area, particularly agricultural. This, in 
the arid and semiarid West, can be accomplished only through 
reclamation. 

But reclamation is a slow process requiring many years to accom- 
plish. Furthermore, the total remaining area to be developed is only 
about 17 million acres or less than 4 percent of our present area avail- 
able for farming. These increased irrigated acres, if brought under 
cultivation by means of reclamation during the next 25 years, would 
largely be offset by the present wheatlands of the Great Plains that 
should revert to grasslands and by lands going out. of production 
because of soil erosion, which is an important and critical factor. 
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Thus, if during the next 25 years we bring under irrigation all of the 
remaining undeveloped irrigable lands of the West, it is possible that 
the total farming area of the United States may not be as large as it 
is today, but during the same period our population will increase by 
50 million people, or by 33% percent. 

Studies of the Bureau of Reclamation confirm Dr. Coulter’s state- 
ment that less than 17 million additional acres can be brought under 
irrigation. 

TOTAL LAND SUBJECT TO IRRIGATION 


Only 3 out of every 100 acres of land in the West, or 37 oo 000 
out of a total of 1,168,000,000 acres, can be irrigated to saeaiiien e farm 
crops with water supply as it is. 

Already under irrigation are 21,120,000 acres, leaving only 
16,840,000 acres possible of development. 

With our population increasing at the rate of 2 to 2% million persons 
per year, we may have an additional] 25 million people to feed 10 
years from now, or by 1961. This would indicate an increase of 
one-sixth in our food requirements, or the present production of 75 
million acres of agricultural land. 

It is therefore apparent that we would be only realistic if we were 
asking this committee for funds to begin construction of projects to 
bring the entire 16,840,000 acres of irrigable land into production 
within a few years. Secretary Chapman is quoted as having stated 
at Denver, Colo., May 23, 1951, “that it would be ruinous to fail to 
expand our land, watershed, and river-basin developments in the 
present emergency.” 


REQUEST FOR APPROPRIATIONS TO PERMIT BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION 
ON FEW PROJECTS 


The request we are making today, however, is only for appropria- 
tions that will permit beginning construction on a few projects. 

The conservation of materials is mentioned as nec essary for our 
defense program. This objective can be accomplished by additiona!] 
development of supply as well as curtailment of use. The West has 
immense natural resources of which I will mention the following: 

We have great reserves of industrial fuels, such as coal, pe ‘troleum, 
and natural gas, as well as an immense reservoir of undeveloped hydro- 
electric power. 

We also have the largest-known magnesite deposits in the world; 
the country’s only commercially valuable manganese; most of the 
high-grade phosphate reserves in the United States; large deposits of 
copper, lead, zine, gold, and silver; and especially important, in view 
of world interest in atomic energy, is our uranium, radium, and other 
radioactive deposits. 

I refer you 2 page 1 of brochure the Reclamation Program, 1948 
54, Bureau of Reclamation. 


HUGE QUANTITY OF ELECTRIC POWER AVAILABLE 


Mining and milling operations for production of ores, phosphate, 
aluminum, and atomic materials require huge quantities of electric 
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power, which is and can be supplied in increasing amounts from our 
reclamation and multiple-purpose projects of the ‘West. 

The total name-plate capacity of existing power installations on 
reclamation projects is 3,583,767 kilowatts. When all authorized 
plants are completed, the power installations on reclamation projects 
and those from which power will be transmitted and sold by the Inte- 
rior Department will total 7,543,957 kilowatts, or more than double 
present capacity. 

I refer you to page 18, hearings before the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, February 12 and 14, 
1951. 

CONSERVATION OF FINANCIAL RESOURCES 


May I state that contracts of the Bureau of Reclamation assure 
repayments from water users of $507 million, of which nearly $100 
million has already been paid into the Treasury of the United States. 


POWER REVENUES FROM RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


In addition, power revenues for 1950 were $36,361,660, and are 
increasing at rate of more than $3 million per year. The total cumu- 
lative gross power revenues from Bureau of Reclamation projects 
through June 30, 1950, were $237,955,177. 

I refer you to Hearings Before the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, February 12 to 14, 1951. 

Payments by water users and income from sale of power can repay 
the entire cost of reclamation-project construction. 

Wealth created by reclamation-project development is indicated by 
Federal income taxes paid for 1950 from 15 selected reclamation areas 
which amounted to over $68 million, or more than $500 million since 
development of these reclamation areas. Federal income, corpora- 
tion, excise, and other tax payments received from reclamation areas 
aggregate about $2.3 billion, or more than the total cost of the projects. 
These tax payments are, of course, in addition to repayments from 
water users and from power revenues. 


ESTIMATED INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAXES 


The following table shows income-tax payments from each of the 
15 areas mentioned: 


Project 1950 | Total Project 1950 Total 


Belle Fourche $260, 000 $2, 532,000 || Salt River i | 23, 495, 000 | 187, 675, Of 

Bitterroot : 224,000 | 2,060,030 || Shoshone te 245, 000 2. 870, 000 
Boise = 1, 082, 000 3, 405, 000 || Sun River 312,000 | 3, 270, 00 
Carlsbad &36, 000 7 4° 000 Vale and Owyhee | 1,730,000 , 878, 00) 
Huntley 217, 000 881,000 || Yakima ; | 18,707,000 | 157, 683, 000 
Lower Yellowstone $41, 000 , 343, 000 Yuma eet a 2, 452, 000 9, 853, 000 
Milk River. | 558, 000 , 276, 000 “a 
tio Grande 8, 468, 000 51, 215, 000 Tetal. :... 68, 206, 000 | 525, 435, 000 
Riverton. - 179, , 750, 000 


Note.—See pp. 25 and 26, Hearings Before Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, House of rae 
sentatives, February 12 and 14, 1951. 
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The value of crops produced on Federal reclamation projects for 
each of the last 3 years has exceeded half a billion dollars. 

Reclamation adds to the business and wealth of other States, as 
indicated by the statement as follows: 


VOLUME OF GOODS SHIPPED TO WESTERN MARKETS 


The volume of goods purchased in other States of the Nation and 
shipped into western markets serves to indicate the importance of 
western development to the Nation’s economy. Similarly, the 
importance of reclamation development to the West and to the Nation 
as a Whole can be measured in part by carloadings destined for recla- 
mation areas. Two examples may serve to demonstrate this point. 
In 1900 only 283 carloads of goods from six States were shipped into 
the North Platte Valley of Nebraska. As irrigation got under way in 
1910, 1,448 cars from 14 States were received, and by 1940 the total 
had risen to 6,207 cars from 37 States. Rail shipments into Ada and 
Canyon Counties, Idaho, show a similar market growth. In 1939, 
in bound shipments totaled 9,160 cars, 2,235 of which originated in the 
37 States located east of the Rocky Mountains. Ten years later, in 
1949, inbound shipments totaled 20,476 cars, of which 8,235 originated 
in the same eastern group. This by no means reflects the full growth 
in business activity, as truck shipments which are known to be signifi- 
cant have not been sampled. See pages 18 and 28 of the Hearings 
Before Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, House of Representa- 
tives, February 12, to 14, 1951. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


We are advised that the construction program of the Bureau of 
Reclamation for fiscal vear 1952 as contemplated by recommendations 
of the Bureau of the Budget may be subdivided as follows: 

For joint facilities: Power, reclamation, and miscellaneous, 
$29,226,832; for power only, $99,383,693; for reclamation only, 
$93,497,625, or a total budget request of $222,108,150. 

Actually, after deducting the large items for power, and for advanc- 
ing reclamation construction on three large projects—the Columbia 
Basin, Central Valley, and Big Thompson—the amount left for con- 
struction of facilities for irrigation on small- and medium-sized projects 
is very limited. Unless we have funds for construction of new units, 
our small-projects program will be completed and come to a full stop. 

We are not to be understood as objecting to the appropriations 
requested for power or for advancing work on the large reclamation 
projects, but we believe we should have in addition a modest program 
for new projects and new units of projects. 

Another reason for concern regarding the policy of ‘‘No new starts” 
is that there is no reliable estimate on how long the emergency will 
continue. We are even told we are in a new normal condition that 
may last 20 years or longer. 

We must therefore give thought to what our requirements may be 
for food 10 or 20 years from now. There is no indication that our 
birth rate will fall off during the emergency or that our population 
will not continue to have a net increase of 2 to 2% million per year. 


83686—51—pt. 2———51 
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Everyone points with pride to our two great water-resources 
engineering and construction organizations: the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the Corps of Engineers. The personnel of these organizations 
has been built up over a long period of years, but can be destroyed 
in a very short time by a short-sighted policy of “No new starts.’ 

W ithout new starts, as one project after another is completed the 
supervisory and engineering personnel forces for the completed units 
must be disbanded, and within a couple of years a very large per- 
centage of the highly trained men will be lost. 


PROJECTS REQUIRING FUNDS FOR FIRST YEAR’S CONSTRUCTION 


I wish to now present a list of eight projects that require funds in 
amount of $16,831,000 for first year’s construction. 


be ha buniillai New Supple- | Appropria- 

State Project land mental | tion request 
Colorado Collbran (plans) : 2,310 18, 340 $100, 000 
Idaho Palisades (dam) 650, 000 | 6, 000, 000 
Montana ; Marias-Tiber Dam Be Ha trsteaades 5, 000, 000 
Nebraska Sargent-Milburn Dam 16, 340 1, 227, 000 
North Dakota Jameston (dam) .s 52,000 |_..-.- ; 875, 000 
Utah Weber (aqueduct) 70, 400 30, 000 1, 225, 000 
Washington Yakima-Kennewick 16, 700 4, 268 1, 674, 000 
W yoming---. x Ow] Creek-Anchor Dam 17, 113 |. 730, 000 
Totals 201, 862 702, 608 16, 831, 000 


These projects will provide irrigation for 201,862 acres of new land 
and a supplemental supply of irrigation water for 702,608 acres now 
inadequately supplied with water for irrigation and power installa- 
tions totaling 137,200 kilowatts. 

Justification for this program for beginning or resuming construc- 
tion of eight irrigation units will be offered by witnesses to follow. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypren. Thank you, Mr. Rising. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


KENNEWICK DIVISION, YAKIMA PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


Senator Haypen. Senator Magruson, we will be pleased to hear 
from you at this time. 

Senator MaGnuson. Mr. Chairman, first 1 want to express to you 
and other members of this committee my appreciation for the oppor- 
tunity you are giving witnesses from certain Western States to present 
the case for providing modest appropriations in this bill for eight 
reclamation projects. You, Mr. Chairman, and several other mem- 
bers of this committee come from States where reclamation can truly 
be said to be the lifeblood of the regional economy. 

It is natural, therefore, that we come to you with our story. 

One of the projects selected for presentation here is the Kennewick 
division of the Yakima project in my State. While I am primarily 
interested in this project, my interest extends beyond that to the 
reclamation program in every part of the West. 
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DEFENSE CONSIDERATIONS 


Before speaking directly to the Kennewick’ division, I want to 
speak briefly to a point which I know will be raised in the minds of 
some committee members: namely, Should we at a time like this be 
appropriating funds to bring new land into production? ‘To put 
it another way, some will ask: ‘‘With all the demands of defense 
mobilization, can we afford the additional strain represented by these 
projects?” Or, to put it still another way, some will say: ‘‘Can’t the 
reclamation program be slowed down or deferred until we have 
passed through the present international crisis?”’ 

Mr. Chairman, no one knows how long the international tension 
will last. No one can foresee how long we must remain in a state of 
preparedness. Best guesses are that we must look forward to a 10- 
or even 20-year period of semimobilization. If that is the prospect 
we face, it seems obvious that we cannot as a Nation afford “to place 
on ice,” so to speak, all efforts to develop our resources. 

As a matter of fact there is compelling argument for accelerating 
that development—particularly in those cases where the resource 
itself will return development costs to the Treasury. The reclamation 
program for the West should be kept going at a sensible level. It is 
with this thought and in this spirit that we witnesses from the West 
direct your attention to our projects. 

I am sure the committee is already familiar with the Yakima 
project and the Kennewick division thereto. I have appeared before 
you several times, urging construction funds to complete the project. 


PLANNING FUNDS 


Last year Bureau of Budget authorized the Department of Interior 
to request $175,000 for designs and planning on the Kennewick. 
This year $44,000 was cleared for the same purpose. 


BUDGET BUREAU DENIAL OF CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


The Department, however, requested $1,550,000 to put the project 
into construction. This represents about one-sixth of the total cost. 
Bureau of Budget deleted this item from the appropriation request 
last year and again this year. Denial of construction funds was based 
on the mistaken assumption the Kennewick division is a new start. 
The committee knows that budget has adhered to a policy in the last 
2 years of ‘“‘no new starts.” 

Later in my remarks, | want to touch on the “no new start’”’ policy 
because I think that policy is wrong, but, first, | direct my remarks to 
the erroneous assumption that Kennewick is a new start. 

The committee will recall last year’s discussion on this point. I ap- 
peared before the House Appropriations Committee to argue the case. 
Congressman Jackson did likewise. The House committee concurred 
in our contention that the Kennewick division—as its name implies 
is an integral part of the Yakima project—and the Yakima project has 
ben under construction for over 40 years. It is one of the oldest proj- 
ects of the Bureau. 

The Kennewick contract itself is dated April 7, 1921, and calls for 
diversion of 150,000 acre-feet of water. The other divisions of the 
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Yakima project are Sunnyside, Tieton, Kittitas, and Roza. They are 
either completed or rapidly nearing completion. 


KENNEWICK PROJECT CONSIDERED AS PART OF EXISTING YAKIMA 
PROJECT 


Going back to the decision reached by the House committee, I quote 
from page 172 of the report on the general appropriations bill for 1951. 
The committee said: 

The President’s budget message on page M-65 contains the following statement: 

“The activities of the Bureau of Reclamation and the flood-control program of 
the Corps of Engineers, involving the construction of dams, power facilities, 
canals, channels, and levees, will be limited in 1951 to continuation of work on 
projects started in prior vears.”’ 

The committee does not agree with the determination of the Bureau of the 
Budget in rejecting appropriations for the construction of the Kennewick division, 
Yakima project, Washington, under this expression of policy. The committee has 
considered this division and has determined that it is not a new project but is part 
of the Yakima project under such policy. 


After hearing our argument, the Senate committee included a 
paragraph on page 146 of its report which says: 

The committee concurs with the determination of the House Appropriations 
Committee on page 172 of its report No. 1797 to the effect that the Kennewick 
division of the Yakima project “‘is not a new project but is a part of the Yakima 
proje:t.” 

in view of these decisions by the two committees of the Congress, 
] _ it most difficult to understand the failure to include at least 
$1,550,000 in this year’s budget for the Kennewick. In my judgment, 
it is entirely proper that this committee should now proceed on its own 
initiative to implement the decision it reached last vear. I strongly 
urge vou to do this. 


CURTAILMENT OF RECLAMATION PROGRAM. 


Just a brief comment on the policy of ‘‘no new starts.”” There 
has been a regrettable tendency—both in the Bureau of Budget and 
the Congress—to dry up the reclamation program at its source. I 
refer to the repeated cuts that have been made in the appropriation 
for general investigations. I am sure the Bureau of the Budget cut 
the original request of the Reclamation Commissioner for funds under 
this heading. As the budget came from the President, however, there 
was included $5,500,000 for financing surveys and investigations. The 
House committee clipped this to $5 million. On the House floor, the 
item was clipped an additional 20 percent to $4 million. 

Unless the Bureau of Reclamation has a reasonable amount of 
money to finance surveys and investigations, there will be no “new 
starts’ because there will be no plans whatever on which to make : 
new start. Funds expended for this activity are a good sdleaatienbia. 
As a matter of fact, I am quite sure some of our projects in the West 
would be better projects had there been more investigation. You 
cannot have a shelf of reclamation work without surveys—and unless 
vou keep a minimum program going, the engineering talent assembled 
over the years by the Bureau will disintegrate. You cannot put that 
kind of an organization together overnight. 

So I conclude that a policy of “no new starts,’ too long pursued, 
is detrimental to the West and to the Nation. The Congress itself 
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sets policy on these matters. We are not bound by the decisions of 
the executive branch, nor should we be. 

We come before you as representatives of eight Western States. 
In pleading for our particular projects, however, we in re ality are 
pleading for the entire reclamation program. Let’s not have it die 
on the vine—let’s keep it going at a sensible level. 

To do this we must have some new starts and we must go forward 
to completion of some of our older projects—like the Kennewick 
division of the Yakima project. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


I reiterate my earlier statement. The Department of Interior 
requested $1,550,000 for the Kennewick in fiscal 1952 

| urge vou to provide construction funds in that amount. 

I hope the committee will restore the Department of the Interior 
requests for $1,550,000 for Kennewick division for the fiscal year 
1952. As the chairman will recall, and as most of the members of 
the committee will recall, we have been over this subject of whether 
or not Kennewick is a new start or part of the Yakima project in 
four Congresses. It has always been a part of the Yakima division. 
The Tieton project, which is in the same one as Kennewick, is the 
first one to have paid off every dime, with interest, and with millions 
of dollars’ worth of taxes. We have run into this r — on Kennewick, 
despite the fact that everybody has recommended it, and both com- 
mittees have said that they do not consider it a new at 

Senator Haypen. I understood that the value of the crops grown 
on this land per acre is one of the highest in the United States. 

Senator Magnuson. It is amongst the highest in the United States, 
and Yakima and Kennewick have all been w ay ahead in their repay- 
ment schedules. They have never needed to ask for any change in the 
rates or anything else. 

I may say another thing about this Kennewick project. It happens 
to be located adjoining the big atomic-energy plant at Hanford, and 
the question of the local food supply which this project will produce is 
a very serious one there. They keep bringing in many, many 
thousands of people. The number is growing all the time, and here 
is this very valuable land lving there because of this technicality. 1 
am sure that it would not only be as good but even better, because 
of that condition, than the projects which have already proved 
worth while out in this area. 


FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES CALLED FOR 


Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this comment: 

I draw the attention of the committee to the problems that we on 
the Committee on Agriculture have been greatly concerned with. 
The surplus food situation. In the past few years surpluses have had 
a disastrous effect on farm commodity prices and also with its effect 
on the cost of operating the price-support program. I don’t believe 
the American people fully realize that in the past 15 vears we have 
seen almost a complete transition from horsepower farming in the 
Midwest, and much of the United States, to mechanized farming. 
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For each horse that has been done away with, another cow has perhaps 
been made available for the benefit of consumers of this Nation. 

On my own farm, I used to have between 25 and 30 horses. I was 
farming around 1,500 acres, and it would take around 300 or 400 
acres a year just to feed those horses. I could easily produce 30 head 
of cattle for the same amount that those 30 head of horses took. We 
have absorbed this increased amount of meat that has been made 
available through that transition, and even with that presently we 
are short of beef. 

Senator Magnuson. I think my friend from North Dakota and the 
gentleman from Louisiana and all the others here who have such a 
deep interest in agriculture and who know agriculture, will also 
realize that although there have been some surpluses in some types 
of foods, on the other hand, we are going to need a great deal more of 
the diversified types which these projects will raise. With our own 
increase of population and increase in standard of living, we are 
going to reach a point in 30 or 40 years where all of the available land 
that we have is going to have to be used. 

Senator Younc. We are fast approaching that point. 

Senator MaaGnuson. Yes; that is right. It is true we are in an 
emergency, but this business of developing our resources is part of 
the thing that makes us strong. We can have all of the battleships 
and tanks and airplanes that vou can manufacture, but unless you 
develop the resources of the country, you lose the basic concept of 
internal strength. 

Senator Haypen. Thank vou. 

Senator-Maagnuson. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypen. Senator Cain asked me to have included in the 
record certain documents. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY P. CAIN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator MaGnvuson. Yes; and Senator Cain concurs in my state- 
ment. 

I would like to say that there are men here who have devoted a 
great deal of time to these projects and who know the detail and who 
can give you more information on the projects. There are two or 
three from my State on Kennewick, and I know that the witness who 
just preceded is one of the authorities on these things. 

(The document submitted by Senator Cain is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Harry P. Cain, A Untrep States SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Chairman Hayden, gentlemen, thank you for the privilege of presenting this 
statement today. I want to concur with what has been presented before this 
committee as to the advisability of the completion of the Yakima project in 
Washington through the inclusion of the some 16,000 additional acres of the 
Kennewick Highlands division. 

But more than that, I feel that a sensible program for the continuation or 
completion of a reasonable number of reclamation and power projects throughout 
the West is a sound economic investment which will pay dividends in the future 
to us all. 

If our western reclamation program is allowed to stagnate, much ground which 
we have already gained will be lost. Surely it is not unreasonable to request an 
appropriation for the completion of an existing project such as ours for which the 
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surveys are complete and which can, within a 2-year period, provide 12,000 
kilowatts of power to the Northwest power pool. Gentlemen, we need power, and 
the national security demands that we create all the power that is economically 
feasible. In addition the Kennewick division of the Yakima project will add more 
than 16,000 acres which are not now in use to agricultural production. We need 
this land and the crops which it will produce to stabilize the economy of this 
section of the State of Washington. 

Let me conclude by saying that it is my most firm conviction that we must, in 
our moves for Government economy in the face of grave international crisis and 
national preparedness, not be penny-wise and pound-foolish. 

These power projects and these reclamation programs which we discuss are 
powerful tools for our defense and they are likewise sound business investments, 
which in the long run, will return dollar for dollar their cost to the United States 
Treasury. 


STATEMENT OF E. J. BRAND, MANAGER, KENNEWICK IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 


LOCATION OF PROJECT 

Senator Haypen. Mr. E. J. Brand is our next witness. 

Mr. Branp. Chairman Hayden, gentlemen of the Senate com- 
mittee, lam E. J. Brand. For the past 18 years I have served in the 
capacity of manager of the Kennewick irrigation district which is a 
division of the Yakima project. Before discussing the project itself, 
| would like to present a brief statement concerning the location in 
Washington about which we will be speaking. 

The project is located in the southeastern portion of the State of 
Washington at the confluence on the Columbia River of the Yakima 
River and the Snake River. This area is served by the towns of 
Kennewick, Richland, Prosser, and Pasco, and is the site of the Atomic 
Energy Commission’s plant at Hanford. Iam certain that you gentle- 
men are most familiar with this development and its vital importance 
to our national defense. This area is also 27 miles from the McNary 
Dam development on the Columbia River. 

Within a radius of approximately 10 miles and excluding the actual 
Hanford works which is approximately 15 miles away, and where no 
one resides, there is a population in excess of 65,000 persons. In 
1943 the population of the same area was slightly in excess of 6,000. 
So you can readily see that we have had a population increase of more 
than 500 percent. 


AMOUNT OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS SHIPPED 


In agriculture, the total value of products produced and shipped 
out of the area last year amounted to $14,003,486. The project 
area is served by three transcontinental railroads, river shipping, 
many major trucking facilities, and the Empire Airlines. An applica- 
tion for additional air service is now pending before the Civil Aero- 
nauties Board. 

The first efforts to start the project were instituted in 1918 and the 
first report by the Bureau of Reclamation was made in 1920. Since 
then, four additional reports have been compiled. The last, which 
I have here, was completed in 1947. The Kennewick division of 
the Yakima project has previously been given the approval of Congress 
and funds for the completion of the survey work were granted in 1949. 
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PAST IRRIGATED FARM ACREAGE NOW USED FOR HOME SITES 


Forty-two hundred acres, which are a part of the project, and which 
have been under irrigation for approximately 40 years, in the past 
supported 200 farm families. Now the same land is used for 2,000 
home sites. Principally these units are occupied by persons who 
are employed on projects vital to the national defense such as the 
Hanford atomic energy plant. I would like to call your attention to 
this map and the green-shaded portion which denotes the 4,200 acres 
about which I have spoken. 

| would like to digress a little bit. This is the present 4,200 acres 
of the Kennewick project. This area up here is Hanford atomic 
project. There was a small irrigation project located there, and one 
was located at Richland. They ‘have been taken out by these plants. 

Senator ELuenper. And they were actually within the area now 
occupied by the Hanford atomic energy plant? 

Mr. Branp. That is right. This area in brown is what is being 
taken out by McNary Dam. In other words, we had an area there 
consisting of about 20,000 acres all told which has shortened now, 
there having been about 15,000 acres taken off. 

Senator ELLENDER. When you say that McNary Dam took some of 
that land, you mean for overflow purposes? 

Mr. Branp. Yes. 

Senator ELLENDER. To serve as a watershed? 

Mr. Branp. The canal of the Columbia irrigation district involves 
a strip of land which ranges from a mile in width down to about a 
quarter of a mile in width, and then at the lower end of the Columbia 
irrigation district they took out the whole area there because the soil 
was such that they couldn’t dig and hold it without a great cost for 
pumping. The other area was so small that by the time you took 
the dike out and moved the railroad and one thing or another, there 
was no room left for farming. 

It is interesting to note that much valuable agricultural land shown 
in the brown-shaded section of this map has been taken for other than 
agricultural use. 

Actually, gentlemen, we can say that the Hanford works, blue- 
shaded section shown on the map, together with the McNary Dam 
development is responsible for the loss of this land to agricultural use. 


NEED TO OPEN KENNEWICK DIVISION 


Therefore, to stabilize our economy which has always existed 
through agriculture, we feel the real need to open the remaining 
16,690 acres of the Yakima project which comprises the Kennewick 
division of which we speak. 

I call vour attention to the red-shaded section of the map which 
denotes the 16,690 acres and shows it to be an extension of the original 
4,200. The vield of this land per acre ranges from $200 to $350 gross 
income per acre per year 


USE TO BE MADE OF REQUESTED APPROPRIATION 


If the presently discussed appropriation is granted, the moneys will 
be used to construct the Chandler power plant on the Yakima River. 
This plant will provide 12,000 kilowatts of power on the line in 2 


4 
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vears to the Bonneville Power Administration which could be used in 
the Northwest power pool. I want to emphasize the fact that the 
project itself will not use this power but, rather, the sale of the power 
output will help to pay the construction costs of the unit. At the 
site of the power plant 1,500 cubic feet per second of water would be 
used for generation of power and would also, by means of hydraulic 
pumps, put the water on the project land. Eight miles of canal 
carry the water is included in the plans for the power plant. 


BENEFITS CONTEMPLATED BY INCLUSION OF KENNEWICK DIVISION 


In conclusion of this statement, let me once again cite to you three 
reasons why we of the tricity area feel so strongly the necessity that 
the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project be completed by the 
inclusion of the Kennewick division. 

Kirst, the construction of the power plant will yield 12,000 kw of 
badly needed power to Benton County and to the Northwest, and at 
the same time put the water on the land. The construction of the 
power plant is the next step to be taken. 

Second, 16,690 acres of good land are not being utilized. We need 
that land and its production for our people. 

Third, this project’s completion will mean much to the restabiliza- 
tion of the area as the Hanford irrigation district, the Richland 
irrigation district, and a portion of the Columbia irrigation district 
were absorbed by the Hanford atomic energy project and the MeNary 
Dam development creating a loss of approximately 15,000 acres to 
agricultural use. The more than 16,000 acres which would be opened 
to irrigation by this appropriation would in great measure compensate 
that loss. 

This concludes my statement. Thank you, gentlemen, for your 
kind attention. J will be most happy to answer any questions which 
you might have or discuss the project with any of you individually 
following this hearing. 

Thank you, Mr. (Chairman. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 


PALISADES PROJECT, IDAHO 


Senator Haypren. We have next the Palisades project of Idaho. 

| would like to inquire of the Senators from that State whether 
they want to proceed now or whether they would prefer to come back 
at 2 o’eclock. 

Senator We.ker. Mr. Goslin, do vou have a brief or lengthy state- 
ment? 

Mr. Gosurn. It isn’t very long. 

Senator DworsHak. It doesn’t make any difference to me. 

Senator Haypen. All right, Mr. Goslin, will you proceed? 


STATEMENT OF IVAL V. GOSLIN, PRESIDENT, UPPER SNAKE 
RIVER WATER USERS’ PROTECTIVE UNION, ABERDEEN, IDAHO 


Mr. Gosuin. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ival V. Goslin, and my 
home is at Aberdeen, Idaho. It is indeed a pleasure and an honor to 
appear before this important committee. 
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As president of the Upper Snake River Water Users’ Protective 
Union, an organization comprising 52 canal companies and irrigation 
districts of Upper Snake River Valley, and vice chairman of the Snake 
River Committee of 9, which is an advisory committee, representing 
the owners of one and one-quarter million acres of irrigated land, I 
am appearing before you on behalf of the State of Idaho, and specifi- 
cally in representing the irrigation farmers and businessmen of south- 
ern and eastern Idaho seeking funds for the construction of the 
Palisades Dam. 

The Palisades project is currently Idaho’s No. 1 project. Among 
the business leaders of all parts of the State, among the farmer 
organizations, among the citizens in general, there is no argument 
concerning this point. 

Bureau of Reclamation officials in both public and private meetings 
have reiterated time after time that Palisades is Idaho’s No. 1 project, 
as far as they are concerned. At the annual convention of the Idaho 
State Reclamation Association week before last the principal speakers 
emphasized and reemphasized this point. 


CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATION PENDING 


From engineering and economic feasibility standpoints the merits 
of this project have been amply demonstrated before Congress, as is 
testified to by the fact that the Palisades project was authorized in 
1941 and reauthorized in 1950, and at the present time there is pending 
a 1948 congressionally authorized contractual obligation of $2 million. 


LOCATION AND PROPOSED SIZE OF DAM 


In order to orient the committee, it should be explained that 
Palisades Dam is to be located on Snake River in Idaho approximately 
20 miles downstream from the Wyoming-Idaho boundary. 

It is to be an earth-fill dam creating a reservoir holding 1,400,000 
acre-feet of water. A hydroelectric power plant will generste 112,500 
kilowatts of electric energy. 

The reservoir will supply supplemental water for 650,000 acres of 
presently inadequately irrigated farm land in Snake River Valley, by 
providing space for storing spring floodwater which now run to waste 
into the Pacific Ocean, and on their journey do hundreds of thousands 
of dollars worth of damage to farm lands, canal headworks, and high- 
ways, annually. 

Senator Youna. May | interrupt you to ask whether the land that 
you propose to irrigate is now producing any crops? 

Mr. Gostin. The 650,000 acres about which I am talking is now in 
crops; yes, sir. 


PROJECT NOW UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


You will notice that I used the words ‘“‘supplemental water.”’ 
Palisades is not a new start project. Here is a project that is under 
construction. At a cost of $3 million plans have been drawn, a new 
high-voltage power line 58 miles in length containing highly critical 
materials has been constructed to carry power to the dam site during 
the construction period and away from it after power is generated at 
the dam, 25 miles of mountainous State highway will be completely 








INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 2031 


relocated by next month, a 40-house town for construction workers 
has been built, even to the details of planting lawns. 

These constructed features, the valuable power transmission line, 
the 40-house town, the office buildings and shops, the relocated 
highway, are all as essential to the construction of the dam as the 
placing of dirt in the structure itself. 

Certainly it is unfair, unjust, and unreasonable to list this project 
under the classification of a “new start project’? and to deny it funds 
for that reason. 

If you decided to open a large mining operation and had spent 
$3,000,000 on investigations, construction of a power line to carry 
electric energy to your smelter, construction of a town complete 
with water supply, sewage disposal, and fire protection units, and the 
relocation of a highway which was on the site of the portals of your 
mine, and everything was ready for further procedure, you certainly 
would not call it a new start to continue the work. 

Yet, for some reason, the Palisades project has been placed in the 
category of a new start. 

You have heard Mr. E. W. Rising very ably explain to you the need 
for more irrigated land and for more food and fiber from presently 
irrigated lands. He has also explained that one of the most effective 
wavs to obtain more production from presently irrigated land is to 
provide an adequate supply of supplemental water from storage 
reservoirs. 

On the basis of this last point alone, the building of Palisades Dam 
at this time could be justified because it will provide supplemental 
water for 650,000 acres of the most highly productive land in the 
Nation. 

Although the precipitation in Snake River Valley for a few vears 
has been above normal, all of us remember very vividly the drought 
years of 1931-35 when there was an estimated annual loss of from 
$7 to $10 million worth of crops in the valley. 

The accompanying photographs illustrate very well the difference 
in yield of a crop of hay that has insufficient irrigation water compared 
with a field that is adequately irrigated. 

In 1934 my wife and I, as a pair of newlyweds on a farm belonging 
to her folks in southern Idaho, could not find enough irrigation water 
to keep us busy irrigating. We finally parked the irrigation shovel 
in the shed and went fishing, and fishing in our section of Idaho is 
not very profitable, although it is fun. 

Conditions such as these would be prevented by Palisades Dam, 
which would hold over water from years of plenty for use during years 
of drought. 

FLOOD-CONTROL BENEFITS POSSIBLE 


With 1943 prices as a basis, flood-control benefits of almost $900,000 
annually are made possible by Palisades Dam and Reservoir. When 
I left Idaho last week Snake River at the next gaging station below 
the Palisades Dam site had reached a flow of 31,200 second-feet 
Flood-control dikes constructed recently by the Army engineers are 
designed to resist a maximum flow of only 30,000 second-feet. A 
sudden rainstorm in Idaho right now would cause the river to over- 
flow its banks and thousands of acres of valuable cropland in the 
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Hoise-Roberts vicinity would be damaged, as well as the gravel dikes 
themselves and many canal headworks and channels, 

With Palisades Dam in operation this flow can at all times be 
stabilized at not to exceed 20,000 second-feet which is well within the 
safe carrying capacity of the river channel. 

As long as we continue to wait for this project these floods will 
continue to destroy crops and land and to reduce the amount of 
taxable wealth in the Nation, and we will continue to spend thousands 
of dollars each year for rebuilding flood-control dikes, and tie up 
important heavy equipment that could be used for other jobs. 

The Palisades Dam project with an installed capacity of 112,500 
kilowatts also meets the criteria of being essential to the national 
defense effort. We all recognize the fact that additional electrical 
energy is needed by the defense industries of the West. 


NEED FOR ADDITIONAL POWER EMPHASIZED 


Recently there have been inquiries concerning a supply of power 
by phosphate processors from the Middle West who desire to establish 
another fertilizer plant in eastern Idaho. 

The atomic energy installation at Arco will also need additional 
power in the near future. 

Other industries and aluminum plants in the Pacific Northwest need 
more electricity. The booming city of Idaho Falls has already con- 
tracted for 15,000 kilowatts of Palisades firm power. 

Here is a project ready to go. The high-voltage power line to 
transmit the power into the northwest power pool is already con- 
structed and standing idly by waiting for Palisades power to surge 
through its conductors. 

The first picture that Mr. Rising is showing you is the end of the 
line closest to the dam. The other picture is 58 miles away and shows 
the point where the Palisades transmission line will be connected to 
the northwest power pool. 

Palisades Dam, being an earth-filled structure, will need only a 
minimum of additional materials essential to the defense effort. The 
dirt fill for the dam is almost on the spot. The aggregate necessary for 
the concrete parts of the dam is lying on the valley floor immediately 
downstream from the site. This layer of gravel is 10 to 12 feet thick. 

This picture illustrates the dam site and the layer of gravel to which 
I refer is this layer right here. I recently talked to the construction 
engineer up there, and he explained to me that there was sufficient 
aggregate in that gravel bed to do practically all of the work. 


AMOUNT PREVIOUSLY SPENT ON PROJECT 


Senator ELLENDER. As I understand, $3 million has already been 
spent on that dam? 

Mr. Gosuin. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why was the project dropped, do you know? 

Mr. Gostin. We believe in Idaho that it has been because of the 
mistaken assumption that this is a new start. 

Senator ELtenperR. How can that be the case if they have already 
spent $3 million on it? 

Mr. Gosuin. That is, Senator, something we cannot understand. 
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COST TO COMPLETE DAM 


Senator ELLeNDER. What will be the cost of completing this dam? 

Mr. Gosuin. $76 million. 

Senator ELLENDER. Over what period of time? 

Mr. Gosutrn. About 5 vears, I believe. 

Senator ELLeENpDER. Will much of this project be used to hold water 
back for irrigation purposes? 

Mr. Gosuin. Yes, sir. The plan is to use jointly 1,200,000 acre- 
feet of the 1,400,000 acre-feet capacity for flood control, power, and 
irrigation purpose. 

The access road to the dam site from the city of Idaho Falls is a 
paved road. 

SUMMARY OF JUSTIFICATION 


In summary, the expenditure of $6 million for construction of the 
Palisades Dam during the 1952 fiscal year is justified for the follow- 
ing reasons: 

This is not a “new start” project. It is a “going” project. It 
has had approximately $3 million spent on genuine construction 
features, the construction workers’ town including dwellings and 
shops, a vital transmission line, a relocation of 2's miles of State 
highway, et cetera. 

2. It will provide needed supplemental water to 650,000 acres of 
presently irrigated lands which can produce additional food and fiber 
for our increasing civilian and military populations. 


> 


3. Palisades Reservoir will prevent the loss of valuable lands and 
crops from floodwaters every spring. In this way valuable taxable 
ia remain undamaged, 

. The Palisades — plant will produce 521 million kilowatt-hours 
annually. This energy can flow immediately upon completion of the 
dam and power plant into the northwest interconnected power pool 
through conductors on a transmission line already constructed, and 
be made available where needed, 

The construction of this dam will not consume any appreciable 
amount of materials needed more directly in the de fer nse effort. The 
$6 million requested for 1952 can and will be used for items that take 
almost no additional critical materials; for instance, continuation of 
relocation of the State highway, and the driving of diversion tunnels 
through the hill on the left bank of the river. 


AMERICAN FALLS POWER PLANT, IDAHO 


Mr. Gostinx. I was supposed to have been before this committee 
last Friday afternoon to testify with regard to American Falls power 
plant. I could not get here because my plane was forced down at 
Salt Lake City. 

I have brought my statement with me, with your permission I would 
like to submit that statement for the record. 

Senator Haypen. The statement will be included in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
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Upper Snake River Water Users’ Protective Union, 
Idaho Falls, Idaho, May 80, 1951. 
Mr. R. P. Parry, 


Shoreham Hoiel, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Parry: With reference to vour questions about initiating the con- 
struction of the proposed power plant at American Falls Dam by the Federal 
Government during the 1952 fiscal year, the following facts and arguments should 
be considered: 

Although the construction of the American Falls power plant was authorized as 
a part of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project by the enactment of S. 2195 
into law for the avowed purpose of providing electrical energy for the pumping of 
water from wells on the Minidoka North Side pumping extension north of Rupert, 
Idaho, its authorization was not placed in the Palisades bill under the sponsorship 
of the water users of Snake River. 

At the present time there is a privately owned and operated power plant located 
on the east bank of Snake River which uses substantially all of the water available 
at American Falls Dam for generating hydroelectric power. With 50 feet of head 
and 8,000 second-feet of water the capacity of this plant is rated at 27,000 
kilowatts. 

While no one questions the right of the Federal Government under the terms of 
its 1923 contract with the Idaho Power Co. to the right to use certain waters 
available below American Falls Dam for the generation of electric energy, the fact 
remains that the construction of the 30,000-kilowatt power plant by the Federal 
Government will not produce sufficient additional power to justify the cost of the 
generating facilities at this time. The small net increase of kilowatts in critical to 
normal water years at an expenditure of $6,600,000 estimated at 1948 prices is not 
a good investment in times of limited emergency when we are urged by various 
governmental agencies to conserve critically needed construction materials in 
the interests of national defense. The same materials necessary for the construc- 
tion of the American Falls power plant, if used in another location, such as, in the 
construction of a power plant at Palisades Dam, would produce many times as 
much additional power. The installed capacity of the new power plant at 
Palisades Dam will be 112,500 kilowatts. 

Although most prominent reclamationists and economists consider that it is 
essential to keep the construction of reclamation projects going during the cur- 
rent period of emergency in order to provide food, clothing, and other essentials 
for a strong, increasing, military and civilian population, since the advent of the 
Korean situation last June appropriations of Federal funds for projects designated 
as “new starts” have been denied. However, there seems to be some discrepancy 
in the classification of projects as to whether or not they are ‘‘new starts.” For 
instance, the Palisades Dam in eastern Idaho which has already had over $3-, 
000,000 expended on it for the construction of a 40-house town for construction 
workers, a 58-mile-long electrical power transmission line, and 24 miles of new 
highway relocation and construction all of which items any competent civil 
engineer would classify in the construction phase of the project, has not had funds 
recommended for it during the 1952 fiscal vear because it has fallen under the 
‘new start’’ classification. On the other hand, the President’s budget recom- 
mendations of mid-January 1951 recommended an expenditure of $1,300,000 
for the beginning of construction of the power plant at American Falls which 
definitelv is a ‘‘new start” project as far as current history is concerned. 

It should be made clear that the proposed American Falls power plant is part 
of the over-all Palisades project. By allocating funds for these power generating 
facilities at American Falls and denying funds for the continuing of construction 
of the Palisades Dam and Reservoir which will produce many times more new 
kilowatts of power, the Federal Government has placed itself in the position of 
doing just the opposite to the intent of the President when he recommended during 
the summer of 1950 that no ‘‘new start” projects be allocated Federal funds 
unless the project was directly in the interests of national defense, By construct- 
ing the American Falls power plant first with its extremely limited potentialities 
for kilowatt production, the Government can be compared to the man who built 
a house first without placing the foundation under it. In other words, the house 
was expected to hold the foundation together, rather than the foundation to 
support the edifice above it. . i 

The old trite saving that “first things should come first’’ certainly applies to 
this situation. At this time when additional hydroelectric energy which could 
be created at Palisades Dam is so urgently needed for national defense industries, 
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when the Palisades Dam is needed to prevent the annual destruction by floods of 
thousands upon thousands of dollars worth of damages to taxable, productive 
lands and the million dollar flood control dikes previously constructed by Army 
engineers along Snake River, when it is so vitally necessary in lean water years to 
provide adequate supplemental water for the production of food products for a 
strong, healthy Nation, it can only be concluded that Congress should transfer 
the $1,300,000 recommended for the American Falls power plant to the construc- 
tion fund for Palisades Dam proper and add another $6,000,000 to it to insure 
diligent continuation of construction of the dam and power facilities during the 
1952 fiscal year. 

In spite of the 1923 contract between the United States and the privately-owned 
power company, it is not wise business procedure to construct the proposed 
government-owned American Falls power plant at this time. Besides materially 
injuring the economic stability of Power County which derives almost $55,000 
annually in tax money from the privately-owned power plant, it seems inherently 
dishonest: to employ the taxpayers’ money and vitally needed construction ma- 
terials to build another power plant of only 30,000 kilowatt capacity to replace or 
partially replace one of 27,000-kilowatt capacity even though there is a small net 
increase in power production. Certainly there is a better way to provide electrical 
energy to run the pum»s on the North Side pumping extension after they are 
installed. In the interim during which the wells on this pumping project are 
being drilled and the pumps installed, perhaps a satisfactory deal can be negotiated 
between the United States and the private power company which will yield sub- 
stantially the same benefits and yet not waste money, materials, and manpower 
so essential to the national welfare. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ivat V. Gostin, 
President, Upper Snake River Water Users’ Protective Union. 


Senator Dworshak, the committee will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY C. DWORSHAK, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


PALISADES PROJECT 


Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goslin has just presented 
the complete details in connection with the Palisades project on the 
south fork of the Snake River in eastern Idaho. 

I desire to give my wholehearted support to this project on the basis 
that it should be the No. 1 project in Idaho. 

Under no circumstance can it be successfully contended that the 
Palisades project should be placed in the category of being a new proj- 
ect and that construction, therefore, should be deferred during this 
emergency. 

I can look back to December of 1941, just prior to Pearl Harbor, 
when the Congress approved the authorization of Palisades Dam. 
You will recall that last year the reauthorization of Palisades Dam 
was approved by the Congress. 


AMOUNT EXPENDED ON PROJECT TO DATE 


During the interval, more than $3 million have been expended. 

In reply to the comments made by the Senator from Louisiana, 
I should like to point out that during the years of World War II, 
Palisades project was placed on the shelf because at that time it was 
actually a new project. 

But during the late war years and the subsequent years, the town- 
site was located for the workers at the dam and all of the preliminary 
work was carried on. 
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As Mr. Goslin has already pointed out, a 58-mile transmission line 
was completed, and several miles of State highway have been relocated. 


CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION APPROVED 


As I understand it, the Bureau of Reclamation has been urging the 
construction of this project for several years. When I was a member 
of this appropriations committee in 1948, a $2 million contract au- 
thorization was approved at that time to be available, if other details 
were completed, so that construction would not be delayed. 

That is the actual construction of the dam, because all of the pre- 
construction and preliminary work had already been completed. 

I do not like to go into detail, but I have been interested for years 
in this project, and I can see no justification at this time for its 
further delay. It complies with the reclamation multiple purpose 
project plan in that it will produce 112,000 kilowatts of power. It will 
provide supplemental water for 650 thousand acres, and, more im- 
portant than that at this particular time, I should like to stress the 
need of further flood control work on the Snake River in that area. 

Senator ELLENDER. Senator, when you say supplemental water, 
do you mean that some of this land is already being cultivated? 

Senator — ‘sHAK. All of this land is under cultivation and has 
been for many years, but it is also subject to drought years when 
there is an ee casa. supply of water which makes it difficult. to 
produce crops that need water late in the irrigation year. 

Senator ELLENpER. And this will give you a more constant supply? 

Senator Dworsuak. That is right. It will guard against a 
drought and the destruction of crops. 

This highly fertile area of the Snake River Valley produces not 
only the famous Idaho potatoes, but sugar beets and beans and 
smal] seeds and livestock, a diversification which minimizes the 
possibility of producing any surplus crops. 


FLOOD DAMAGE EXTENSIVE 


I want to stress the fact that from a flood control angle the Army 
engineers have expended several million dollars during the past 5 or 6 
yeurs in repairing damage due to flood waters. Just within the past 
week | received a communication from several canal companies in 
that area sais out that a survey recently maitad indicates 
that about $500,000 damage has been done already this spring. 

Mr. Goslin has pointed out that the river is at the high stage now, 
with the possibility that there may be additional damage in the 
ensuing weeks. 

I stress that because Palisades is the ideal multiple purpose project. 
It provides power and flood control and supplemental water. 

‘the Bureau of Reclamation and the Interior Department have 
pointed out that there is a potential shortage of power in that area 
in which is located the Arco reactor plant of the Atomic Energy 
Commission which is vital not only in this emergency, but in peace- 
time development of atomic energy. 

Under these circumstances, it is difficult to understand why the 
Bureau of the Budget should withhold its approval of funds with 
which to undertake construction of this dam. 
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As I said, it would produce 112,000 kilowatts of power which cer- 
tainly is vital in that Northwest area where the Interior Department 
is stressing, day after day, week after week, the fact that we do need 
additional power. 

Now, | want to close by saving that this is not in any sense a new 
project, and I think that if the officials of the Bureau of Reclamation 
were permitted to testifv—in fact, | think Senator Ellender of Louisi- 
ana, during the recent hearings did make several inquiries of the 
Bureau of Reclamation witnesses concerning the status of Palisades 
Dam, and | want to thank him for that effort toward clarification 
of the situation. 

But I know that the Bureau of Reclamation has consistently 
pointed out the need of completing Palisades Dam at the earliest 
possible date. 

In view of that fact, we must concede that it is just a temporary 
delay because with more than $3 million already an anol and with 
the project having the approval of Congress, it is impossible to justify 
any unnecessary delay at this time. 

On that basis, I appe al to this committee to give consideration to 
the proposal to include funds in the bill for the construction of Pali- 
sades Dam. I know that will be done very shortly; that is, within 
a few years, at least, and I think that right now nothing in the entire 
power and reclamation picture in the Columbia River Basin—and 1] 
am frank to say this will supplement in every way the need for 
maximum use of our water resources in the Northwest. Construction 
of Palisades Dam should begin as soon as possible 

Senator Haypen. Thank vou, Senator. 

Senator Welker, the committee will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERMAN WELKER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


PALISADES PROJECT, IDAHO 


Senator WeLker. Mr. Chairman and fellow contemporaries, I am 
mindful of the fact that you realize that | am not a professional who 
comes here to ask you for an appropriation for anything. This is my 
first term in the United States Senate. J am speaking without a 
script, but I do want to say that if 1 remain in the United States 
Senate 6 years or 60 years I shall advocate to the very end the build- 
ing of this very essential project. 

I think it is the No. 1 project in the State of Idaho. I say this with 
candor and sincerity: if Senator Ellender or Senator Hayden could go 
with me to my home State of Idaho and see this Valley of the Nile, as 
we call it, from the Wyoming line down through the very fertile State 
of Idaho, with this Snake River giving the very lifeblood to that giant 
agricultural community, I am sure they would appreciate the sincerity 
of my remarks. 

If you could go with me to the Shoshone Falls and see the millions 
and millions of acre-feet of absolutely clear water going over these falls 
to the Pacific Ocean, water which will never be of benefit to the U eed 
States, I am sure you would then appreciate why we are urging the 
completion of this project. 

83686—51—pt. 2——5: 
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Mr. Chairman, this is no new project. This project has been kicked 
around in the Nation’s C apitol for better than 10 years. The reasons 
I cannot give you. For 10 years our people have begged and demanded 
a supplemental water supply so that they will not have to suffer 
through 10 years of drought which virtually ruins the economy of my 
State and the economy of a lot of people near to us. 

Flood control is a tremendous thing. I think that when you figure 
the loss that our State has suffered by virtue of this giant river which 
overflows, due to seasonal differences where we have a lot of rain, and 
when you see the vast sums of money that our people have spent in 
erecting dikes and preventative installations, for flood control, you will 
appreciate that we need this project. 

I do not think we have been firm enough in testifying to you 
gentlemen as to the extent this will help America by virtue of the 
kilowatt production. 


ESTIMATED POWER GENERATION 


It has been testified that 112,000 kilowatts will be generated by 
this installation. Let me tell you that the largest public utility in 
Idaho with now built installations and plants bei ‘ing built generates 
only up to 286,000 kilowatts of power. 

With this small installation, as I might say, we will be given better 
than 112,000 kilowatts of power. 

Now, that is something to think about. If you could realize, gentle- 
men, that within a very short radius one of the Nation’s giant atomic 
energy installations is in the process of developing, if you could go 
with me in an airplane—they will not allow us to fly over it, but 
we could fly around the boundary—and if you could see that giant 
installation which is dedicated to atomic energy for the defense of 
this nation, I am sure you would realize that they are short of power 
and that they will be shorter of power. 

It has been testified here, I am informed, by various utility com- 
panies, that they can furnish a sufficient amount of power. That, 
I doubt. 

POPULATION INCREASE 


But I want to tell you that Idaho Falls, one of our leading cities 
not far from the situs of this proposed dam, owns its own generating 
plant for the production of electric power. 

Idaho Falls has mushroomed by leaps and bounds in the last year or 
two. Thousands of new homes and new families have gone into that 
community. The atomic energy group has brought many, many 
hundreds of people there, and new homes, new families and new 
industries. 

Where are they going to get their power? The city of Idaho Falls 
at this moment is spending better than $150,000 a year out of its 
municipal funds to buy surplus power to add to that which they 
generate in their own plant. 

Now, as has been said, better than 700,000 acres of the most pro- 
ductive land in this Nation will be helped by this supplemental water 
supply. 

I want you to take a look at what Idaho has done in repaying a very 
fine Government for what it has done to us by way of reclamation 
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projects. I think it stands as a credit to the people of our State when 
you consider what those farmers and what those people out there 
have done toward repaying our country for the amounts advanced 
for reclaiming this land. 


DEFENSE POWER NEED 


I am advised that just within the last few hours the Defense Elec- 
trical Administration has said that they will consent to impounding 
certain amounts of kilowatts for the use of defense production facilities 
for 5 years, during the immediate emergency that we are faced with, 
and that they will look with favor toward the installation of this not 
new project, this Palisades project. 

Now, there must be a reason why this installation was authorized 
in the first instance. Better than $3 million of taxpayers’ money has 
been spent for the investigation and for the building of auxiliary 
assets to this installation. 

As has been testified, the power line has been built. Within a 
matter of months the new road will be built. The housing community 
is there. And something has been overlooked, Mr. Chairman. 

Since this installation was authorized by Congress, think of the 
vast expense that our many farmers have gone to in getting ready for 
this water to be put upon their land. New land has been cleared. 
Old land has been made ready for this new and additional water. 

I say to you that if our Government wants to call a halt of expendi- 
tures on so valuable and so tremendous a project as this, then I shy 
away from most any project, particularly when I think of the billions 
and billions of dollars we have spent all over the world. 

If our people there are denied this very economical thing, such as 
saving this water, such as generating this power, such as making our 
flood control really control, then I think we are very stupid here in 
not looking at the merits of this project. 

I will close by saying this: Whether I am here 6 years or 60 years, 
Palisades Dam will be the No. 1 project that the junior Senator from 
Idaho will always advocate. 

I am willing to submit to cross-examination. 


TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST 


Senator ELLenper. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it would be possi- 
ble—maybe some of the witnesses can help us in this respect—to 
determine the increase in the cost of this project because of the 
increase in the cost of materials. 

We have in the record the power to be developed, and I would like 
to have in the record a statement of the portion of the cost to be 
charged to reclamation and the portion of the cost to be charged to 
flood control. 

Senator We.ker. I can give you that, Senator. Roughly $14 
million of this total proposed cost will be allocated to the production 
of power. 

Senator ELLenper. Did you say $14,000,000? 

Senator We.ker. Yes, sir; $27 million will be allocated to the 
supplemental water supply for the benefit of irrigation, and $27 
million will be allocated to flood control and soil erosion. 
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Senator ELLenpeEr. And this $27 million for reclamation is going to 
be paid back? 

Senator We.ker. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenperR. To what extent, if you know, Senator, will the 
power generated there be used to subsidize those who use the water 
for irrigation? 

Senator We.ker. I cannot answer that. Mr. Rising, can you 
answer that? 

Mr. Ristva. Not offhand. 

Senator ELLenpeER. If you do not know that, will you submit it for 
the record? 

Mr. Risinc. We will put that in the record, Senator. 

Power at Palisades Dam will provide aid to irrigation in the amount of 
$11,419,000. 

Senator WreLker. I want to make one other assertion. 

I notice that in some of these giant reclamation projects certain 
credits are given for recreation and wildlife. For your benefit, and 
for those who have not been at this location, this dam will, in my 
opinion, create one of the greatest recreational and wildlife facilities in 
the United States. 

I notice that in all of the briefs that has not been mentioned, but if 
you are a fisherman or a wildlife expert, | can tell you to look forward 
to the time when this project is completed. 

Senator Haypen. I might suggest, Senator Ellender, that we ask 
the Bureau of Reclamation for the data on all of these projects. 

(The information requested appears on p. 2094.) 

Senator ELLenDER. If we can have the estimates that were pre- 
pared 2 or 3 years ago and statement as to what the increase, the 
over-all increase, will be, that will be helpful. 

Senator Haypen. The committee will stand in recess until 2 
o’clock, when we will take up the Utah project. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the hearing recessed, to reconvene at 
2 p. m., same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator HaypEN. Senator Bennett, we will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here with 25 
copies which I will be happy to leave with the committee, and ask 
that it be inserted in the record immediately following my remarks, 
which shall be brief so that others who have come here to discuss the 
details the project may have more time. 

The Weber Basin project has been in the planning stage for a long 
time. We have come to the point now where we feel that it should 
be considered for actual construction. ‘The area around Ogden, Utah, 
which is the center of the Weber Valley, is of course one of the most 
vital defense areas in the United States. It is the most important 
point behind the Pacific coast which has general rail service extending 
in all directions from Seattle to San Diego. 

During World War Ii Utah and the general area served by Weber 
Basin became the headquarters of the defense of the Pacific coast. If 
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we should have difficulty again, they undoubtedly would move back 
on us. It is the site of many important Government installations as 
later witnesses will discuss in detail. 

As you know, that part of our State is dependent entirely for water 
on what it can collect and hold from the streams that come down out of 
the mountains and the area served by Weber Basin which has reached 
the saturation point of population. If we have an emergency, the 
people will be brought in to use the facilities that are established. 

So I think we have reached the point where Weber Basin as a source 
not only of irrigation water but particularly of industrial and municipal 
water is very vital to the situation we face in the Nation today. I hope 

your committee will give serious consideration to the amounts in- 
volved, which are not particularly large. 

I am grateful for the chance to make this brief statement and defer 
to the men from Ogden who have the details and the figures. 

Senator Haypen. Thank vou, Senator Bennett. 

(Senator Bennett's prepared statement is as follows: ) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Appropriations Subcommittee, I join my 
colle ague, Senator Watkins, in requesting the appropriation by the Congress 
during the fiscal year 1952 of $1,225,000 to initiate construction of the Weber 
Basin project in northern Utah. I hope your subcommittee will find it possible 
to recommend this appropriation to the Senate. 

That the initial phases of the Weber Basin project be started immediately is 
important to the defense effort and important to the development of one of the 
most strategic and vital areas in our country. Because we in Utah are convinced 
that this project is essential from a defense standpoint, we are now urging this 
committee to include in this appropriation bill funds for the first vear of construc- 
tion on the project. 

The Weber Basin project is to be built in the center of and will serve an area 
embracing farming, manufacturing, mining, smelting, and refining Ogden, 
Utah, will be the community primarily benefited by the project. It is the second 
largest city in Utah and is perhaps the second in industrial importance. It is the 
ntermountain railroad hub of the central transcontinental svstem. Several of the 
most important intermountain industrial activities are centered there, including 
important canning, meat-packing, milling, and manufacturing operations. 

But perhaps even more important at the present time are the four vital defense 
establishments located immediately adjacent to Ogden and dependent upon the 
facilities of Ogden and the surrounding community. A large naval supply depot 
is located at Clearfield, the Ogden Arsenal at Sunset, the Hill Air Foree Base just 
south and east of the arsenal, and the Utah General Depot in Ogden proper. 
The impact of these huge establishments upon the facilities of Ogden and com- 
munity has greatly accentuated the critical need in that — for water. 

These defense establishments were primarily developed and expanded in World 
War II. This expansion and development is to a great degree responsible for the 
population increase in this important industrial area. From 1920 to 1940 the 
population in the area only increased by an average of about 17 percent each 
decade. However, in the 10 vears since 1940 the population increase was approxi- 
mately 50 percent. The defense establishments were put on a more or less 
stand-by basis after the war, but the population remained stable as the industries 
reverted to peacetime production. As this committee is no doubt aware, with 
the inception of the present defense activity incident to the Korean War, the 
defense establishments in this area are back in capacity operation, resulting in a 
substantial in-migration to the area. 

Mr. Fjeldsted in his testimony has pictured for vou the exact data on increase 
in population and in the resultant consumptive use of water. Without the water 
essential to the industrv of this area, further industriel development is, of course, 
impossible. We are now in a so-called wet evecle. If we were to have a drv evele, 
it is certainly clear that, without this project, it would not be possible to fully 
maintain the present industrial activitv, the defense activity, and to fill the econ- 
comitant culinary and facility needs of the community. In facet, officials estimate 
that the situation would be critical if we have even one drought vear. 

As Mr. Fjeldsted has pointed out, the municipal officials in Ogden and the sur- 
rounding area and the conservaney distriet officers are concerned about the im- 
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mediate need for supplementing the municipal water supplies. This concern is 
felt as to the municipalities in Weber, Davis, and Morgan Counties. The need 
is the immediate problem of the municipalities, but it is also a vital defense prob- 
lem, because the employees of the four vast defense installations, which I have 
named, live in these municipalities and are dependent upon their facilities. Not 
only is the culinary need vital, but it is necessary that the communities have 
facilities and the necessary water to provide fire protection, sewage disposal, and 
other functions essential to the health and welfare of the people living there. 

About a decade ago the municipal water system in the area, particularly in 
Ogden, was substantially expanded. However, the defense activity and the re- 
sultant population increase were not anticipated. The existing municipal water 
systems are not anywhere near adequate for their present job. The initial features 
of the Weber Basin project should, therefore, be constructed as rapidly as possible 
to alleviate a critical water shortage. 

About one-fifth of the population of Utah lives in the project area. Apart 
from defense, we must anticipate the long-range needs of the people in this area— 
water needs that are upon us when you realize the time consumed in building 
and developing a substantial project. If we fail now to initiate the construction 
of this project, it is possible that we will jeopardize the welfare of all of these 
people. We certainly would be neglecting and jeopardizing the existing industry 
upon which the defense activities there are dependent. 

The important defense installations mentioned were no doubt located in the 
northern Utah area because of the strategic inland location amid the Rocky 
Mountains at the important communications center not far from the west coast. 
These installations are dependent upon the continued performance of the indus- 
trial and municipal facilities in the area. These, in turn, are dependent upon 
water. 

I, therefore, urge this committee to approve, without delay, the requested 
appropriation for the initial construction of the Weber Basin project. 


STATEMENT OF E. J. FJELDSTED, SECRETARY-MANAGER, WEBER 
BASIN WATER-CONSERVANCY DISTRICT, UTAH 


AMOUNT REQUESTED FOR CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Fseipstep. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; my 
name is E. J. Fjeldsted. I am secretary-manager of the Weber Basin 
water-conservancy district. This water-conservancy district has been 
organized and is now prepared to contract with the Federal Govern- 
ment to repay the reimbursable costs of the proposed Weber Basin 
project. 

I am here in my official capacity to urge this committee to approve 
funds in the amount of $1,225, 000 to initiate the construction of the 
first phase of this project in fiscal 1952. 

I have a prepared statement. I should like to have it incorporated 
in the record in full. However, in the interest of time, I will make 
a summary statement. 

(The document referred to is as follows: ) 


A Brikr OvTLINING THE IMPORTANCE OF IMMEDIATE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
First Univ oF THE WeBER Basin PROJECT IN THE INTEREST OF NATIONAL 
PREPAREDNESS AND DEFENSE 


The Weber Basin water conservaney district contends that there are 
no known sources of needed additional water in the Ogden area for 
domestic and industrial purposes except the surplus water produced by 
the watersheds of the Weber River Basin. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The limited supply of domestic water in Davis and Weber Counties points to 
serious health and restricted production standards if additional water is not 
immediately made available through development of the first unit of the Weber 
Basin project. 
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Total governmental investments in military installations, plus the unexcelled 
transportation facilities in the area, make the immediate development of the 
first unit of the Weber Basin project a necessity. 

All communities in the area serving as the residence location for civilian 
employees at the military installations are faced with domestic water shortages 
of intense proportions in case of a drought year, which truly emphasizes the 
urgency of immediate construction of the first units of the Weber Basin project. 


DESCRIPTION OF WEBER RIVER BASIN 


The map on the following page illustrates the drainage area of the Weber 
fiver and shows by location the important facilities to be constructed under the 

direction of the Bureau of Reclamation for the final total development of all of 
the water resources of the Weber River. 

For this running description, Ogden City is named the revolving point. 

North of Ogden will be located the Willard Bay Reservoir which will have a 
capacity of 215,000 acre-feet of water. The water will flow into the reservoir by 
the Willard gravity canal and will flow back to the point of origin through the 
Willard pump canal, as indicated on the map. 

East of Ogden up the Ogden River, the main tributary of the Weber River, is 
the present Pine View Reservoir, a Bureau of Reclamation project, which in the 
total Weber Basin development will be enlarged to hold 110,000 acre-feet of water. 
Its present capacity is 45,000 acre-feet. 

Proceeding up the south fork of the same river, the proposed Magpie Reservoir 
site is planned to store 7,009 acre-feet. 

Starting again at Ogden at the center point, upstream on the Weber River 
along the Lost Creek tributary, the proposed Lost Creek Reservoir site is to 
store 20,000 acre-feet of water. Still proceeding along the main stream of the 
Weber River is found the Wanship site where it is proposed to store 60,000 acre- 
feet of water. This particular reservoir is a substitute for the original Perdue 
site and was accepted because the cost per acre-foot of storage water was much 
less and it also had several other engineering advantages. 

In the very high reaches of the Weber River there will be stored some 4,000 
acre-feet in small reservoirs which undoubiedly will be built through local capiial 
by waiter disiricis or ovherwise. 

Going back to Morgan Civy and proceeding along East Canyon Creek pasi 
East Canyon Reservoir the Jeremy site is locaied. This site will store 45,000 
acre-feet. 

At a point west of Morgan City will be noted Stoddard diversion dam, which 
will divert into the proposed aqueduct the total amount of the municipal, indus- 
trial, and irrigation water required by the municipalities and farm lands in Davis 
and Weber Counties. From the Stoddard diversion there will be an open, 
concreve-lined canal (indicated by the broken red line) to the tunnel seciion. A 
tunnel 3% miles long, extending through the mounivain thai forms the wesi wall 
of the Weber River opening through the Wasaich Range, will continue the 
conveyance of this waier to the mouth of Weber Canyon. 

From the mouth of Weber Canyon the aqueduct will divide by bifurcaiion 
works, one leg proceeding north vo the edge of Ogden City and the ovher south 
through Davis County to the Sali Lake County line. Concrete pipeline will be 
used the entire distance both ways. The funciion of this pipeline is outlined 
more clearly on page 3. 


LANDS TO BE IRRIGATED ON THE WASATCH FRONT IN DAVIS AND WERER COUNTIES 
UNDER THE AQUEDUCT UNIT 


In the southern area there are 4,000 acres of new, nonirrigated land which 
can be developed. In the norvh end of the Davis County area there are 9,000 
acres of new land, and in Weber County area 3,000 acres of new land. In the 
entire area from North Ogden City south io Bouniiful City, there are an addi- 
tional 10,000 acres of land requiring supplemental water. 


MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM AQUEDUCTS AND PIPE LINES 


The aqueduct and the pipe lines north and south carrying the water developed 
in the Weber Basin project are indicated in the following review of map No. 2. 

The blue line represents the proposed aqueduct system, and the red line shows 
where the water will be drawn from this system for municipal and industrial] 
purposes. The irrigation water will be taken untreated from the aqueduct and 
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delivered to the lands for use. This delivery will be made generally at the ex- 
pense of the landowners who will construct the major portion of their distribution 
system. 

The red squares on the map indicate location of the municipal water-treatment 
plants and the red lines indicate the transportation system for domestic water. 
All of the facilities represented by the red line system of the map will be constructed 
and paid for by the participating municipalities throughout the area. The treat- 
ment system consists of four filtration and purification plants: 

The first plant, while not shown on the map, is located at the present Ogden 
municipal reservoir northeast of the main business section of Ogden City. Plant 
2 is shown on the map and is to be located south of South Ogden City; plant 3 is 
to be in Davis County approximately three-quarters of a mile south of the high- 
way that intersects U S 89 and proceeds to Hill Air Force Base; plant 4 will be 
in the Bountiful area to serve the southern part of Davis County. 

The mission of these plants is for presettlement through reservoirs, filtration, 
and chlorination. Through these plants and proper equalization reservoirs the 
water will be delivered to all of the municipalities in the area. 

As stated before, the entire cost of these treatment and distribution facilities, 
estimated between $4,000,000 and $6,000,000, will be financed locally, involving 
no Federal funds. 


PRESENT SOURCES AND LIMITS OF DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WATER ON THE 
WASATCH FRONT AND IN DAVIS AND WEBER COUNTIES 


The municipalities in Davis and Weber Counties have long since acquired and 
fully utilized all available sources of local mountain stream and spring supplies, 
and for a number of years have been drilling deep wells to supplement their 
mountain stream supplies during the peak use periods. The main source of 
municipal water in the Davis County area comes from the streams on the west 
face of the Wasatch Mountains. These streams have a wide annual variation 
of flow, as reflected in chart No. 3 which shows the total flow of the streams in 
Davis County. 

A review of this chart clearly indicates the serious condition these communities 
would face in case of a drought period. It is to be noted that the beds of the 
streams on the west face of the Wasatch Mountains are steep and the geological 
formation of the area is such that it is not economically feasible to construct 
storage reservoirs on these streams. 

In an explanation of chart No. 3, and the reference to deep wells, the question 
would arise, ‘‘Why not continue the drilling of deep wells for the area’s domestic 
water supply?” There are two restraining factors that make it impossible to 
rely on ground water for extended uses—one, the limited and restricted supply 
of domestic water of good quality and, two, the limited supply of recharge water. 

Weber and Davis Counties represent three somewhat restricted and inde- 
pendent ground-water basins. The first is the Weber County underground basin, 
the second one is the northern section of the Davis County, and the third would 
represent the underground-water section in the southern part of Davis County. 
A hot-water-springs fault extends the full length of the Wasatch front, in fact, 
much farther north than Weber County. The water which flows from this fault 
is badly contaminated with a high content of chlorides and sulfates. 

The Weber County underground water basin has been well explored by drilling, 
and most of the underground basins of the county produce water that cannot 
qualify under United States Public Health standards. Most of the industrial 
and domestic wells located in Ogden City have developed a chloride content in 
excess of 1,000 parts per million. A well drilled at the Utah general depot during 
the World War II period developed in excess of 2,000 parts of chloride per million, 
and because it was unusable the well was concreted off and abandoned, with the 
result that the Utah general depot is now dependent entirely on Ogden City’s 
municipal water supply. Another well used by Ogden City located at Twenty- 
third Street and Van Buren Avenue, when first developed in 1944, produeed a 
water of low chloride content but this has increased continuously so that it will 
soon have to be abandoned as a municipal supply. Other wells in Weber County 
south of Ogden City undoubtedly will increase in chloride content if pumped con- 
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tinuously, as there is a definite connection between the proven chloride area and 
the area to the south. 

The central section, representing the northern part of Davis County is producing 
usable water at the present time. However, it is the opinion of engineers that this 
area will encounter the same problem—excessive chlorides—if the underground 
basin is drawn on too heavily for supplemental water from pumped wells. This 
section’s underground basin appears to be free from excessive chloride contamina- 
tion but is being drawn upon heavily by the following military installations: 

Hill Air Foree Base 

Ogden Arsenal 

Naval Supply Depot 
as well as a number of municipal and industrial wells which have been developed 
during the past 10 vears. The records indicate that the high chloride and sulfide 
waters from the hot springs fault extending north from Beck’s Hot Springs located 
just south of the southern line of Davis County are tending to spread through the 
basin as increased usage takes place. Also, contamination is spreading as a result 
of the use of the waters of the Jordan River for irrigation in the lower Davis 
County area. Objectionable quantities of sulphate are now showing in some of 
the south Davis County wells. 

The underground water basin in the southern section produces water carrying 
objectionable quantities of chlorides and sulfates, and as demands for water on 
this area are constantly increasing, resulting in increased pumping on the under- 
ground basin, the chloride and sulfide content of the water is constantly inereasing 
in parts per million. Therefore, the underground water supply through the Davis 
and Weber County areas can be considered only a supplemental supply during 
peak use periods and cannot be overdeveloped without jeopardizing the quality 
of the water now being produced. It appears essential that a new source of supply 
be made available for municipalities and military installations throughout Davis 
and Weber Counties. 

The second determent indicating a limited supply of water in the underground 
aquafers in the two counties involved is the lack of runoff water to fill these basins 
in times of high peak use and in years of low precipitation. 


PRECIPITATION, 1900-51 


Chart No. 4 shows annual precipitation data for this area for the last 50 vears. 
The red blorks below the base line indicate years of below-average precipitation 
and the green blocks above show the vears of above average precipitatior It is 
interesting to note that precipitation has been far above average for the last 
14 vears, with the exception of 2 vears, and each of these have been relatively 
near average. 

A review of the chart will show that there is no similar period of above-average 
precipitation in this 50-vear record by the United States Weather Bureau. 

Another significant feature developed by the chart is the irrigation and municipal 
water consumption during the 50 vears. The main trend upward in municipal 
water consumption began in 1939 at the time of the development of military 
bases in the Ogden area, and the irrigation consumptive trend began its upward 
climb in 1930 at the time the Echo Reservoir was constructed under the direetion 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. These two trends are skyrocketing and vet the 
source of domestic water in this area has increased only by bringing into use 
underground water, and its content, as previously explained, is of doubtful 
quality; with accelerated drawing on the supply, the quality of necessity will 
decline in proportion. 


POPULATION GROWTH, 1940 AND 1950 


The population growth in municipalities of the area, especially Davis and 
Weber Counties, is a most significant factor in the depletion of an adequate water 
supply for the residents. ‘lhe following tabulation was made from figures sup- 
plied by the United States Bureau of the Census and indicates clearly the tre- 
mendous inerease in population that has taken place in the last decade, due 
primarily to the military installations established in this area. 
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} i 1 
| Popula- Popula- | Percent 





tion, 1940 | tion, 1950 | Increase 
Total Davis County 15, 784 30, 771 | 94.9 
i ee 
ce al etc tl MS ct aE hE ck te 3, 357 | 5, 969 77.8 
Centerville 691 | 1, 267 83.3 
Clearfield | 1, 053 | 4, 675 344.0 
Clinton 581 | 675 16. 2 
East Layton 124 | 216 | 74. 2 
Farmington 1,211 | 1, 468 21.2 
Fruit Heights (') | ee ee on 
Kaysville 1, 211 1, 899 | 56.8 
Layton. - 646 3, 454 | 436.5 
Laytona 356 401 12.6 
North Salt Lake (1) Me tvees 
South Weber 259 | 244 | 5.8 
Sunset 276 989 | 258. 3 
Syracuse 732 837 | 14.3 
West Point 236 451 82.6 
West Bountiful () 684 
W oods Cross... 211 264 25.1 
Totals of incroporated municipalities, Davis County 10, 944 23, 858 118.0 
Total Weber County 56, 714 &3, 032 46.4 
Huntsville 496 494 4 
North Ogden Ee 687 1, 103 60.5 
Ogden City 43, 688 | 56, 910 30.3 
Plain City (") 828 
Pleasant View (‘) 420 
Riverdale @) 873 
Roy 99S 3, 709 271.6 
South Ogden 1, 407 3, 764 167.5 
Uintah 264 317 20.7 
Total of incorporated municipalities, Weber County 47, 540 68, 418 43.9 


! Not incorporated in 1940, 


MILITARY BASES AND 


ACTIVITY 


Military operations in the Conservancy district are confined to Davis and 


Weber Counties. In the four installations 


Utah General Depot, Ogden Arsenal, 


Hill Air Force Base, and Clearfield Naval Supply Depot-——-the Government has 
invested $137,325,000 in property and buildings. 

All of these military bases are now alerted and constantly receiving from their 
various directive divisions in Washington or other headquarters new missions to 
perform, and are truly an important phase in the general preparedness and defense 


activities of our Nation. 


Chart No. 5 gives a clear picture of civilian employment, place of residence of 
these workers, and personnel increases at the installations. 
It shows specifically its 


A recent 


review of the Hill Air Force Base follows. 
expansion and the importance of uninterrupted continuation of operations. 


case is typical of the other military installations. 


The work force at Hill Air Force Base 


1. The civilian picture (as of May 23, 1951) 


(a) Strength of civilian work force as of May 23, 


Authorized 
Assigned 


(Norr.—One year ago Hill Air Force Base 
Peak strength of civilian work force during 
figure was reached on April 1, 1943.) 

(b) Composition of work force by activity: 


Maintenance 
Supply 
Others 


Total 


1951: 


Men 


3, 783 
1, 244 
1, 572 


6, 599 | 


Women 


827 
902 
265 


1, 994 


This 


9, 272 
8, 593 


had a civilian work force of 3,705. 
World War II was 14,000. 


This 


Men and 
women 


4, 610 
2, 146 
1, 837 


8, 593 
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Skilled and semiskilled trades, such as truck drivers, warehousemen, box 
makers, and laborers, salvage workers, heavy equipment Operators and all building 
trades, such as plumbers, roofers, carpenters, etc. 

(c) Military veterans in the civilian work force: 3,399 men, 56 women (42 
percent of present work force are veterans). 

(d) Total number of women in the civilian work force (May 11, 1951): 1,928 
(1,101 live in Weber County, 590 live in Davis County). 

(e) An indieation of the type of work (other than clerical, typing, and steno- 
graphic) performed by women: Aircraft material dispatchers, parachute servicers, 
aircraft engine repair helpers, aircraft painters and dopers, aircraft fabric and 
leather workers, packers, warehousemen, aircraft engine assemblers, laborers, 
custodians, etc. 

(f) Employment of physically handicapped: 

1. Number presently employed: 498. 

2. Types of phvsical handicaps: Blindness; defective hearing; amputees; 
diabetics; chronie diseases such as asthma, hypertension, cardiacs, tubercu- 
losis, thyroid, nephritis; and miscellaneous irregularities such as dwarfism, 
ulcers, pregnancy, abdominal tumor, Obesity, neuralgic disorders, and 
varicosity. There are 32 workers who are partially blind. These handj_ 
capped workers perform various tasks throughout the installation including, 
the following: Leather and fabric workers, sheet-metal workers, custodians _ 
parachute riggers, automotive storage workers. 7 

(g) Where the civilian work force was domiciled as of May 11, 1951: 


Weber County: | Davis County—-Continued 
Ogden 3, 558 | Sahara Village 
Roy --- 322 | Bountiful 
Huntsville 17 Farmington 
Plain City 4 Hooper 
Eden 4) Woods Cross 
Croyden 2 | Centerville 
Liberty “| 
Hiawatha 2| Total (25 percent) 
Slaterville 


1 
? 
Riverdale 2 | Syracuse 
) 
) 
l 


Elder County: 
-— Brigham City 
Total (48 percent) 3, 914 Tremonton 
Lake County: Fielding 
Salt Lake City , 436 | Bear River City 
Murray .-.--.- 33 | Garland 
Sandy 10 | Willard 
Midvale 9 | Corrine 
Holladay 6 | Snowville 
Draper Deweyville 
Granger Mantua 
Kearns Portage 
West Jordon 
Taylor 
Riverton 
Dragerton 


UNS 


Total 
| Cache County: 
Logan 
Wellsville 
Total os , 006 Smithfield 
Morgan County: Hyrum 
MR os re : ; Lewiston 
Coalville , ’ 4} Mendon 
Croyden ear Richmond 
Devils Slide Trenton 
Paradise 
Total Stole ae ; 9: Clarkston 
Davis County: Providence 
Layton ts 
Clearfield ; Total 
DONT A esis helene 226 


pent fed bees hee 
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2. The military force at Hill Air Force Base 

(a) The primary military force at Hill Air Force Base is the Twenty-fifth 
Air Depot Wing. Air depot wings are designed to render field and depot 
echelon maintenance and supply support to four combat (tactical) wings in an 
overseas operation. 

(b) The Twenty-fifth Air Depot Wing is at Hill Air Force Base primarily for 
training. 

(c) In an individual’s process of being trained he works within the depot 
structure and contributes to the accomplishment of the depot’s mission. In this 
sense he is a member of the work force and is most cases works side by side with 
civilians. 

(d) As of May 28, 1951, there were 694 married officers and airmen whose 
families resided locally. This number was domiciled within the Salt Lake Valley 
as follows: 

Ogden er bid 226 
Weber County, exclusive of Ogden : ¥ 93 
Davis County ‘ 339 
Salt Lake City 25 
Salt Lake County, exclusive of Salt Lake City Li 


Total ; ‘ ides s 694 


¢) Based on records for past 6 months, the average time a military man has 
been stationed at Hill Air Force Base has varied between 8 and 14 months. 


WATER SUBSCRIBED FOR IN FIRST UNIT OF WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


We will review for a moment the feeling of the people in the incorporated areas 
and the more highly concentrated population areas of the counties of Davis and 
Weber. The conservancy district has not vet had the privilege of meeting with 
all of the municipalities to determine their tentative commitments-as to the amount 
of domestic water they would like to subscribe for in the first unit of the Weber 
Basin project.’ The tabulation below is indicative of the trend. While some 
municipalities have not given firm commitments because they have not been con- 
tacted, the estimeted amounts of water they will request in the first unit of the 
Weber Basin project are shown in the second schedule. 


Tentative commitments received by Weber Basin water conservancy district to the 
present time 


Acre-feet | Acre-feet 
Apr. 12, 1951, Ogden City 10, 000 | May 16, 1951, Farmington City 270 
Apr. 25, 1951, South Ogden City 800} May 17, 1951, Sunset bee 200 
May 7, 1951, Layton City 750 | May 18, 1951, Riverdale Town_ 150 
May 7, 1951, Clearfield City 1, 000 | —— 
May 10, 1951, Washington Ter- Total _- cli 15, 470 
race 900 | Ogden Arsenal 1, 000 
May 11, 1951, Roy City 400 | 
May 16, 1951, Bountiful City__ 1, 000} Grand total__ suewas- R470 


Estimate of commitments to be received from other municipalities in Davis and 
Weber Counties 


Acre-feet | Acre-feet 
Centerville 188} West Point 118 
Clinton 168 | Woods Cross 51 
East Layton 35 | North Ogden 220 
Fruit Heights 2f.|} Plain Cit, 336 
Kaysville 303 | Pleasant View 
Lavytona 61 | Huntsville 
North Salt Lake 76 | 
Syracuse 134 | Total 


It will be noted that Huntsville is the only incorporated community in these 
two counties that will not require additional water. It is located in Ogden Valley 
and is supplied at present with sources of spring water that are adequate for 
present needs and for a period of at least the next 10 years. 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 2049 


ORGANIZATION OF WEBER BASIN WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 


The Federal law creating the Weber Basin reclamation project provides that on 
a local level an organization be formed that has taxing power and has the legal 
ability and authority to contract with the Government and assume the responsi- 
bility for repayment to the Government for the project works and facilities and 
the sole organization responsible to the Government in fulfilling those managerial 
and financial responsibilities. 

Such an organization has been formed, and is known as the Weber Basin water 
conservancy district. It is a political subdivision of the State of Utah and has 
broad powers. This district encompasses the counties of Davis, Morgan, Summit, 
and Weber. The area has an assessed valuation of $115,000,000 and the district 
has power to levy a tax of one-half mill prior to constructign of the works; sub- 
sequent thereto the district has power to raise this levy to one mill. The law 
enabling the creation of this district follows the principle of support from those 
who are indirect beneficiaries as well as those who participate in a direct way. 

The district is a firm entity, fully organized and prepared to enter into a contract 
with the United States Bureau of Reclamation for the purposes of assuming the 
responsibility of managing the works and of repayment to the Government of 
the project’s reimbursable costs. 


FIRST UNIT OF THE WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


The total development of the Weber Basin project is a sizable financial and 
time-consuming undertaking. This $70,000,000 project however, is designed 
to be built in units. The first and most important is the Weber and Davis aque- 
ducts transporting the water from the Weber River through open canals, tunnels, 
and pipelines to the various communities in the entire area. This aqueduct 
system should be supported by pertinent storage facilities, the raising of the Pine 
View Dam, and the construction of the Wanship Reservoir. If the area is to be 
relieved from facing disaster in case of a drought period the construction of the 
aqueduct and the diversion works at Stoddard on the Weber River is of prime 
necessity. These important facilities would be built at the earliest possible date 
following congressional approval, and while these first units would be inadequate 
from total basin area standpoint, definitely they would avert a serious catastrophe 
to the military, civilian, and industrial life of the area. 


NO OTHER SOURCE OF ADDITIONAL WATER 


We contend that there are no known sources of needed additional water avail- 
able in the Ogden area for domestic and industrial purposes except the surplus 
water produced by the watersheds of the Weber Basin. The factual data of this 
brief is brought before vou in an attempt to prove the very limited amount of 
water available from our creeks and streams and underground sources. It is our 
conviction that one or more years of drought, which the charts show are long over- 
due, would jeopardize the total civilian economy of the basin area and would re- 
fleet much production decrease in the area’s total military accomplishments, 
affecting not only the military installations, as such, but all the contributing 
industrial elements of society, such as transportation and local sources of raw 
and fabricated material accessible to and urgently needed by these military 
installations. 

The Weber Basin project is our only hope for our present production and 
economy to be sustained in the event of a drought year. Thus it is our,sincere 
belief that in the interests of military preparedness, even disregarding the general 
economy of the citizenry, the early start of the Weber Basin project, with the 
rapid completion of the first unit, is not only an urgent local necessity but a mili- 
tary and national defense necessity. 


GOVERNMENT INSTALLATIONS IN AREA 


Mr. Fsetpstep. We would not be here urging that this project be 
initiated for construction if we did not feel confident that it should be 
built in the interest of the national defense. I think I can easily prove 
that by the following data. 

The Government has a tremendous direct interest in this project. 
There are four huge Government installations in the area—The 
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Utah General Depot, the Ogden Arsenal, the Hill Air Force Base and 
the Clearfield Naval Supply Depot with a total Government invest- 
ment for buildings and grounds of 137,000,000—-plus dollars and over 
3 billion in supplies. The Government is now increasing the total 
force at these bases. One of these—the Utah General Depot, is 
totally dependent on the municipal water supply of Ogden City. 
The railroads—which transport the material to and from these instal- 
lations is one of the heaviest users of water in the area. Ogden is the 
largest railroad terminal between Omaha and the Pacific coast. 

The population of the area has increased tremendously. 

In Davis County, one of the counties which will benefit from this 
project, from 1940 to 1950 the population increased 118 percent. In 
Weber County, the other county which will benefit from this project 
the population increased almost 45 percent. These tre »mendous 
population increases are directly traceable to the installations I have 
just mentioned. 


INCREASE IN WATER CONSUMPTION 


All this has resulted in a tremendous increase in the consumption of 
water in the area. The increase in municipal water consumption 
beginning in 1939 at the time of the development of the defense instal- 
lations in Ogden and in the surrounding area was most heavy. De- 
spite the tremendous increase in the consumption of water, the source 
of domestic water supply in this area is dwindling. Without this pro- 
ject, the only known source of domestic and industrial water in the 
area is from underground wells. We have been drilling deep wells in 
the area to augment the surface water supply. 

Senator Haypren. Wat was the average depth, the pumping de pth 
in vears gone by? How deep do you go down for the water now? 
How far does the water table extend? 

Mr. Fseipsrep. Not very much because we have a very small basin. 
It is a rechargeable basin. Our big trouble is the infiltration of 
chlorides and sulfides from the Hot Springs strata that goes through 
there. That is our underground water problem there. 

Senator HaypeN. You run into an undesirable supply of water? 

Mr. Fsevpstep. That is right. In two of the major sections of the 
three the sulphides and chlorides are getting to a point where they 
do not reach United States health standard requirements. They go 
up as high as 2,000 parts per million. 

Senator Haypen. Whereas, if you put fresh water on top of the 
ground and work it down, that balance would be restored? 

Mr. Fsevpstrep. That is right. 

Senator HaypEN. We had this same experience in the lower Gila 
Valley in Arizona. It was originally irrigated from the Gila River. 
The water would come on down. Then we built strong dams on the 
Gila, the Salt River, and the Verde River. There has not been any 
water for 10 years. The result is the wells they have put down are 
salt. It is to get away from that we are getting Colorado River water 
in the area. It is practically the same problem. 

Mr. Fyse_pstep. The fact of the matter is most of the industrial 
and domestic wells which are located in Ogden City at the present 
time have developed a chloride content in excess of one-thousandth 
parts per million, which is much above United States Public Health 
standards. 
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As the consumption and drawing on the wells continue, the chloride 
content of those wells which are still producing good water will increase 
so that they also will become unproductive and unusable. 

In this summary I have mentioned what, in my estimation, are 
the prime reasons for the approval by this committee and the Congress 
of the initial construction funds for the Weber Basin project. The 
direct defense needs—the direct interest that the Government has in 
seeing that the defense installations are not jeopardized should, if for 
no other reason, give this committee enough substantiating material 
to approve the funds we have requested. 

The increase in consumption, a direct result of the increased popu- 
lation from these defense installations, is putting a tremendous burden 
on the known water supply. We are now in and have been in a par- 
ticularly wet cycle. One or two dry years would so jeopardize the 
entire area that fire protection and other municipal responsibilities 
would be jeopardized. 

I therefore urge that this committee approve the $1,225,000 which 
has been requested to initiate the construction on this project. 

Senator Haypen. We will ask the Reclamation Bureau to put in 
a justification for the project. 

Would you read for the record what the total cost will be? 


TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


Mr. Fse_pstrep. Yes. The total cost will be $70,000,000 for the 
total project. The initial unit we are talking about will be in the 
neighborhood of $25,900,000. 

Senator HaypeN. And spread over how many years? 

Mr. Fse._psrep. The initial project looks like it can be built in 
about 4% to 5 years. 

Senator Haypren. The immediate expenditure of this money is 
beginning to give vou relief? 

Mr. Fsevtpsrep. That is right. 

Senator Haypren. We will next hear from Mayor White and then 
Senator Watkins. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. R. WHITE, MAYOR, OGDEN, UTAH 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Wuirr. My name is W. R. White, and I am mayor of Ogden 
City, Utah. I am here representing Ogden City in this matter. | 
have a prepared statement which I would like to have put in the 
record if possible. 

Senator Haypen. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mayor W. R. Wuirr, oF OapEen, UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my name is W. R. White. I am 
the mayor of Ogden City, Utah. I am here speaking in my official capacity as the 
mavor of that city. The entire city commission join me in urging this committee 
to approve the $1,225,000 requested to initiate construction of the first phase of 
this Weber Basin project. If we were not convinced that this was in the interest 
of national defense we would not take this step. 

Ogden is the second largest city in the State of Utah, with a population of 
56,910. The population of the metropolitan trading area for Ogden is about 
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75,000. Ogden City is the center of a large industrial, mining, and agricultural 
area. There are in addition four large general depots in that immediate vicinity. 
These are the Ogden General Depot, the HIll Field Air Force Base, the Ogden 
Arsenal, and the naval supply depot. Of these four depots, one—the Utah General 
Depot—actually is within the city limits of Ogden, and dependent on the city 
water supply. As a matter of fact, when the general depot first was built, a well 
was drilled to endeavor to secure an independent water source. When the well 
came in, it developed in excess of 2,000 parts of chloride per million, and therefore 
was unusable. It was therefore concreted off and abandoned. 

The general depot has no other known water source except that from the 
Ogden City municipal supply. 

It also should be kept in mind that the majority of the working force at these 
four bases live within Ogden and are dependent upon the Ogden municipal water 
supply for their culinary needs. 

I want to spend just a few moments on the drastic situation which Ogden finds 
itself in its present water supply. Ogden City is over one of the second known 
underground water basins on the Weber-Davis County area. Most of the 
underground basins of the county produce water that cannot qualify under 
United States publie health standards. The majority of industrial and domestic 
wells that are located in Ogden City have developed a chloride content in excess 
of 1,000 parts per million. Ogden City has a well located at Twenty-third 
Street and Van Buren Avenue, which was first developed in 1944. When it 
was first developed it produced a water of very low chloride content, but the 
chloride content has been increasing continuously and if the rate increases as it 
has in the past, it will soon have to be abandoned as a municipal supply. 

The other wells that are in Weber County south of Ogden City are increasing 
in chloride content and if pumped to any great extent, this will possibly have to 
be discontinued also. 

Therefore, the only known water supply left and the last source of water for 
Ogden City is that which will be developed from the Weber Basin project. I 
am here urging that this committee approve funds in the amount of $1,225,000 
to initiate construction on the first phase. It is from this first phase that Ogden 
Citv will secure its water. 

With this additional water supply coming in, Ogden will not have to depend 
upon its unreliable underground supply. 

Ogden City and its people need water for a number of uses. First, there is 
the culinary need of the individual home owners. This includes water used 
within the home as well as the water necessary to irrigate lawns and shrubbery 
around the homes. I appreciate that people living in the humid area of the 
United States have no conception of the actual need on the ground for water as 
it exists in our arid parts of the West. If we turned water off of our lawns and 
shrubs in Ogden, within the space of 3 days they would be wilted and brown. 
Within a week they might be dried up, and in the space of 10 days irreparable 
damage might result. , 

In this connection, it is interesting to note that last vear the city officials 
requested that they only water their lawn during the cool part of the day—either 
in the morning or the evening, so that there would be less loss of water by evapora- 
tion. Two years ago, when the city was faced with a drastic water shortage, 
we placed limitations on the use of water by the individuals in the city. Our 
reservoirs holding our supply were dropping dangerously each day, and if it had 
not been that we were fortunate enough to secure rainfall at the critical moment, 
I am fearful as to what might have happened. 

The second large usage in Ogden is the industrial usage. We have many large 
industries located within Ogden proper. All of these need water for consumptive 
use, as well as for the usual needs of the individuals. 

It must be kept in mind that Ogden is the largest railroad center between Omaha 
and the Pacific coast. The railroad is the largest single user of water in the city. 
Therefore, it can be seen that public transportation, one of the essential elements 
in our Nation’s economy, is dependent upon the water supply of Ogden City. 
The city officials are faced with the responsibility of protecting property from fire 
losses. The water supply must be sufficient to maintain a constant pressure in 
the mains in order that the fire trucks will be able to put the water on the fire. 

I also want to call the attention of the committee to the fact that while the 
Ogden General Depot, which, as I have said, is within the city limits of Ogden 
proper, has its own fire-fighting equipment, it is totally dependent on the pressure 
from the mains of the city water supply. If that pressure gets down, and a fire 
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starts, the entire investment in excess of $1 billion in material and buildings at the 
depot would be in jeopardy. 

In summary, I want to stress the fact that Ogden City has reached the absolute 
end of its known water supply. So far as is known by geologists and by the 
Bureau of Reclamation the water available and committed to Ogden City by 
the Weber Basin conservancy district is our last known reserve. It isn’t as if 
we were needing this water in the future—we actually need the water now. Our 
information is that the Government is intending to further activate these four 
defense plants which I have discussed. Additional people will be brought into 
the area. Additional homes are contemplated being built under Government 
sponsorship for these defense workers. Without water supply, Ogden faces an 
almost impossible task in supplying the necessary culinary water, industrial water, 
and fire-protection water to the people dependent upon that source. I therefore 
urge as strongly as I can that this committee approve the requested funds of 
$1,225,000 to initiate construction on this project. 

Mr. Wauire. Mr. Fjeldsted just mentioned the main features of 
our problem there. I personally would like to urge that you act 
favorably upon this proposal. Odgen is at the end of its water 
resources at the present time. It is going to take this Weber Basin 
project to keep us from facing disaster as soon as we get another 
om of dry years or even one dry year. I urgently request that 
you act favorably upon this. 

Senator HaypEN. We have had before this committee in a general 
way a much larger proposal in regard to the Colorado River water 
and the Green River that we would tap. That is a long-time project. 
What you are trying to do here is develop an area wholly within the 
State. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right, and not in the Colorado River Basin 
at all. 

Senator Haypen. The Salt Lake Basin? 

Mr. Wuirte. That is correct. 

Senator Haypen. The same situation I think existed with respect 
to the Salt Lake City water supply. It came from another direction. 
We had difficulty here on account of getting aqueducts. Do you 
know whether that aqueduct is supplying water? 

Mr. Wuirn. Not at the present time, but it should be supplying 
within the next few months. It is practically completed. 

Senator Haypgen. That water is like yours, I assume. 

Mr. Wuire. It is much the same thing as the Salt Lake aqueduct. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypgen. Thank you, sir. 

We will now hear from Senator Watkins. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UTAH 


‘ 


Senator Watkins. Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a statement of 
several pages on this project, but I am not going to read that. I am 
going to ask that it be incorporated in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WATKINS 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I endorse all that has been said by 
Mr. Fjeldsted, Mayor White of Ogden, Utah, and my colleague, Senator Bennett, 
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as well as the general remarks regarding the necessity from a defense standpoint 
of continuing reclamation projects in the interest of our Nation’s defense. 

In all respects, the Weber Basin project meets the criteria of a reclamation 
project necessary because of its close connection with the defense program of the 
Nation. 

This project consists of approximately 100,000 acres of land, and includes 70,000 
acres of land not now irrigated, and 30,000 acres of land now partially irrigated. 
It is located in the north central part of Utah, just north of Salt Lake City, and 
contiguous to Ogden, Utah. 

This is a multiple-purpose project. It will develop the basin’s remaining 
surplus water supply for irrigation and municipal needs. It will provide needed 
drainage outlets for the swamplands now not tillable. It will protect the area 
from flood damage; it will produce hydroelectric power for irrigation pumping 
requirements and a little power for dump needs. It will increase the recreational 
opportunities of the citizens living in the area and will improve the fish and wild- 
life resources. 

A water conservancy district has been organized to negotiate with the Federal 
Government for the repayment of the reimbursable construction costs. 

The members of the committee will recall, I am sure, that this project was 
authorized for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation under Public Law 273 
of the Eighty-first Congress. When the President signed this bill, he directed 
that detailed information on allocation and repayment be secured and that other 
Government agencies be consulted in these matters. Since the approval of the 
bill, the President’s stipulations have been and are being carried out. Studies 
are being made by the Bureau of Reclamation in cooperation with the Department 
of Agriculture and the State of Utah. A definite plan report complying with the 
President’s request is in preparation and should be completed within the near 
future. 

The Bureau of the Budget has approved an allotment under general investiga- 
tion funds for advance planning to continue with this work of preparing the definite 
plan report in fiscal 1952. However, the Bureau of the Budget has not approved 
and the Bureau of Reclamation has not provided for any construction funds in 
the fiscal 1952 budget. This means that before the end of 1952 all work on the 
project will be at a standstill. We feel that construction should be undertaken 
immediately on completion of the definite plan report to alleviate the critical 
need for water. 

In our western reclamation States of the arid West nothing is more important 
than water conservation and the maximum possible beneficial consumptive use of 
the water resources. 

The Supreme Court in a case involving a dispute between western reclamation 
States over the use of water, had this to say about the need for water in our 
western States: 

‘‘Each State depends for its existence primarily upon its natural resources, of 
which water in the arid regions is frequently the most valuable.” 

We in Utah certainly know this to be the case. The Weber Basin project alone 
will furnish 40,000 acre-feet of water for municipal purposes to Ogden City, the 
second largest city in the State of Utah, and 22 other cities and towns in that area. 

My colleague, Senator Bennett, has spoken about the urgent need of the cities 
and towns for the water because of the installation of the defense plants and for 
manufacturing and industrial usages. Mr. Fjeldsted and my colleague, Senator 
Bennett, have discussed and portrayed the tremendous growth in population in 
the area. They have explained the increased needs and the burden which has 
been placed upon our dwindling water supply. 

I want to point out that even with the appropriation we have asked for 
$1,225,000—very little actual construction will take place. The funds will be 
used mainly to continue reconstruction surveys and to prepare designs an 1 
specifications. Some construction will be initiated on the initial features of the 
project. 

The most important features of the project to meet the immediate needs of 
the communities dependent upon this water supply are the Wanship Dam and 
Reservoir and the Weber aqueduct. While it will take several years to complete 
this phase of the project, the appropriations of the amount which has been re- 
quested will initiate the construction and will place us in a position whereby we 
cannot be accused of sabotaging the war effort in the event we are faced with a 
dry cycle in the area. 

It must also be stressed that the construction contemplated by this authoriza- 
tion will not require any manpower necessary for any defense activities. Further- 
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more, no material considered critical or necessary in the emergency period ahead 
will be needed for this phase of the construction program on the Weber Basin 
project. 

I want to call the attention of the Appropriations Committee members to the 
fact that all these people living in this area are dependent upon the surrounaing 
area for their fresh garden crops. The completion of the Weber Basin project, 
which even with the appropriations we have asked for will be 12 to 15 years off, 
will make these communities less dependent on outside areas for their garden 
and fruit crops. 

It should be kept in mind, however, that the completion of the project just 
referred to must be considered at this time separate and apart, from the initial 
phase for which we are here making our request for funds, These funds are 
necessary to complete plans and specifications and initiate construction on the 
first phase of the project, the Wanship Dam and Weber aqueduct. 

I also feel that it is important for the committee members to keep in mind that 
this area can very likely become a haven for the people of the west coast who 
might be subjected to an attack in ease of an all-out war on the coastal area, and, 
because of the situation we face in the Pacific area, such a possibility is not too 
remote. It will be possible to build homes rapidly in the area and provide shelter 
far from the immediate target areas of the Pacific Coast States. But, to do so, 
water would have to be available, and at the present time, Utah and especially 
the area of the Weber Basin project, now is facing a shortage of water. 

I recognize, as does my colleague, the necessity for economy in our operations 
if we are to remain solvent. Rest assured we would not be here urging funds to 
initiate construction on this project if we did not feel that 1t is in the best interest 
of our present defense program. 

We should always keep in mind that while we are spending billions of dollars 
for a war program, as well as billions of dollars in aiding foreign countries—such 
as we recently have done in France where we have given them money to build an 
electric plant—that we should not lose sight of our needs in this country. 

We will not always be at war, and the men who are now serving in our Armed 
Forces will want to come back to farms, to industry, and to civilian activity. 
These projects will not be built over night, and we cannot afford to completely 
stop all construction on these reclamation projects. Those that can be justified 
from a defense standpoint should be constructed. I am convinced Weber Basin 
falls within this category and I urge as strongly as I can that the committee 
include in the appropriation bill $1,225,000 to initiate construction of the Weber 
Basin project. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE CONSIDERATIONS 


Senator Warkins. I do want to make a general statement about 
this entire project. In the first place, I want to make it perfectly 
clear as far as I am concerned I would not be here today asking for 
an appropriation on this project if I were not sincerely and fairly 
convinced that it is necessary to aid in the national defense effort in 
that particular area of the State of Utah and the West. I have 
taken the position we should not have big public works of any kind 
or description during this emergency unless they are directly related 
and can be effective in the defense effort. If the committee finds 
that we have not made a case—I do not think they will so find—but 
if they find we cannot make a case, then our request should not be 
allowed. 

We are convinced, knowing the situation first-hand, that we do 
have a case. I think if the statements are ‘read, you will find we do 
have that kind of a situation. 

This project has been approved by the Congress unanimously. It 
is a large project, but that does not mean because it went by on the 
consent calendar in both Houses—in the House I think it went by on 
the two-thirds calendar or no votes against it—but that does not 
mean it was not explained. It was thoroughly explained in committee. 
I personally talked with many Members explaining just what it was, 
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so eventually when we got to the point on the consent calendar there 
was no objection, although it was a $70,000,000 project. It is almost 
incredible to believe in the area of Ogden, Utah, with that beautiful 
valley there, the extension of the Salt Lake Valley, that we have two 
streams running into the great Salt Lake City that annually waste 
400,000 acre-feet of fresh water not now used for irrigation. 

Senator YounG. Water is a scarce article. 


ESTIMATED WATER SAVING 


Senator Warkrns. It is almost incredible when I say this project 
will save 400,000 acre-feet annually. It is being wasted. It is not 
because the people there do not know the value of water. It is not 
because we have not tried. The fact is the people of Utah were the 
first Anglo-Saxons to put water to beneficial use, water for irrigation. 
They started the whole irrigation program in this country. 

Senator Youne. You can almost make water go uphill. 

Senator Watkins. They have done a lot of things there. That 
used to be a saying there. They did that with force back of it, of 
course. 

They have been interested in irrigation. This Weber project has 
been too big. It called for too much money. It called for an expen- 
sive planning program prior to the building of a project of this kind, 
too expensive for them to undertake from private capital. We have 
been long converted there that we should not ask the Government to 
do anything for us that we can do ourselves. We went as far as we 
could under-our own steam to build. We will do everything now we 
can without calling on the Government. 

Senator Younae. That was true during the relief days. 

Senator Watrxins. We did have some relief, more than the people 
sometimes claim we did. The fact is the latter part of the depression 
we got busy there and tried to set up a situation that would take care 
of it. It was not 100 percent perfect, but it went largely in that 
direction. 

The 400,000 feet of water are being wasted in the Weber and Ogden 
Rivers. This is a project that is cleverly worked out. It took a lot 
of thinking and planning. It cost considerable money to plan it so 
it could take care of it by exchange and putting in new reservoirs, 
some pumping, and that sort of thing. 

Our cities and towns around Ogden are in a defense area. We have 
in that area Hill Field air base. I think 9,000 people are employed 
there. 

ADJACENT GOVERNMENT PROJECTS 





In that particular area we have four installations—Hill Field air 
base, Utah General Depot for the Army, Clearfield Naval Depot, and 
the Ogden Arsenal. That has increased the population by 118 percent 
since 1940. You know what that does to communities which are up 
to their limit of water supply at the time. 

It is because nature has been kind to us for the last 10 or 11 years 
that we have not had any trouble. We have had a cycle of wet years. 
We will have a cycle of wet years and then to the contrary everything 
will burn up. We are alarmed for fear that we have drawn on good 
luck as long as we can, and we have to be prepared for this increased 
burden of population. That is not all of it. 
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If world war eventuates again with that inland situation, a pro- 
tected position from the coast, we are likely to have thousands of 
people who want to get away from cities like Portland, Seattle, Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, and the west coast cities that are vulnerable 
to an attack because of their large industries. We have to find some 
place up and down the entire mountain area for those people to go. 
We cannot take care of them without water. Wenow have nc reserves 
whatever. 

As I think the witnesses have told you, and I endorse everything 
they have said since I have seen their statements, we find that even 
the wells we have been sinking and depending on are becoming 
salty. The recharging of the w ells is not taking place rapidly enough 
to keep fresh water available. There are some saline areas. It is 
just off the Salt Lake, you know. It is a 25 percent salt body, one 
of the strongest in the world. We will not have any wells if we do 
not charge that area. The Government spent $137,325,000 at these 
four big installations there. It is a great supply area with the rail- 
roads forking out of there to the north, south, west, and east. They 
are not likely to abandon that. It was chosen because of its strategic 
location. We cannot afford not to go ahead with the project that w vill 
insure us a supply of water when we have 400,000 acre-feet being 
wasted. 

I might point out 40 percent of this water is needed for these cities 
and towns that have the people who have come there to work, a 118- 
percent increase in population. It has been a big burden in regard 
to the sewers and all these facilities that go for community life. These 
people are ready to do everything they can, but these mountain 
streams that come out of the Wasatch Mountains are very short. 
Drainage area is short and limited. In case of a drought they would 
xo dry. We do not know what we would do with those people if we 
cat one of those dry cycles hit us. We have been told this emer- 
gency may run on for 25 years. We should be looking ahead in that 
event. We cannot afford not to do the preliminary work and get 
this project lined up ready for construction. 


CONSTRUCTION OF AQUEDUCT 


I am not asking for the full project of $70,000,000. The initial 
phase includes an aqueduct that comes out of the Weber River and 
divides it down when it comes out the canyon. Part of it would go 
to Ogden City to help take care of that area, a city which has increased 
its population tremendously. Mayor White has explained that. Then 
it would run to the south in Davis County and 14 smaller towns that 
get their water supply from it. That aqueduct ought to be built, by 
all means. 

Suppose we did not get these facilities finished, but we ran into a 
short year for water. We have a law in our State that provides for 
domestic use, human consumption to be given a priority. We can 

take all the irrigation streams. In the event we got into a jam like 
that, we could not run water to these city people without this aqueduct, 
even if we could take the water away from the farms. It is a great 
truck-garden area, a fruit area, and one of the most profitable farming 
areas in the entire United States, for that matter, because they have 
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been able to use irrigation water. They have a heavy demand for 
their food supplies. 

As I said, we have been running through a cycle of wet years. We 
are at the end of our good luck, I think. We are fearful that is true. 
There is no reserve water left for Ogden City or any of these towns. 
They are all in the same fix. If they had a shortage, they would have 
to cut off the supply immediately and restrict the use of water. 

The first stage of the project would call for this Weber-Davis 
aqueduct at a cost of $20,000,000. They could goat that soon. They 
could start preliminary work in a short time. Part of it is a 3%4-mile 
tunnel. That goes veryslow. You have to start on this early because 
it will hold up your whole deal. You can make the pipes and lay the 
rest of it, but you cannot dig those tunnels in a hurry. 


AMOUNT FOR RESERVOIR 


We have one reservoir that can be built for $5,900,000. That will 
help regulate this Weber River. 

There is another interesting phase of this Weber River. I do not 
know whether it has been mentioned here today, but each vear during 
the so-called good years we have had trouble with this extra water 
coming down and flooding the farms. A good many people have 
built summer homes and they get flood problems. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


The Department of the Army and the Army engineers have had to 
go in there now several years in succession and help try to take care 
of the situation. They do not want to put in any permanent improve- 
ments because this reclamation project will harness the river and take 
care of that waste water. There will not be any left to flood anybody 
if we once get this going. Out of the $70,000,000 authorized if we 
could get $25,900,000, it will permit us to finish up the first phase. 
The construction plans are not finished. We have a staff working to 
gather the necessary data. If we do not get this money, they will 
not have money to finish that job. It is part of the construction 
work. It is the work that has to be done with blueprints, et cetera. 
That crew will have to be laid off, and it will take years to pick up 
again. 

So from every angle I can think of in connection with this, at least 
the defense side of it, you have strong reasons why it ought to be 
built. Let us get over to the food supply. 

In this same area they can put in additional land. That will not 
come under the first stage. That will come later. The whole project 
is fully justified. It is one that can repay construction costs. You 
were speaking of taxes returned and that sort of thing from these 
projects. We have one there now, a small one. I do not know why 
in the beginning we did not get this big one, but we do have a small 
one on the same river in the Ogden Valley. That is a small reclama- 
tion project. That project has brought in at least 10 to 1. The 
benefits have been at least 10 to 1 on the money expended. It has 
run into millions. That is where they have this Hill Field area. It 
requires a lot of water. There has been some charging of the lands 
with the new water supply, but no one dreamed we were going to have 
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so many installations and we were going to bave the large increase in 
population that we had. 


THE PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


During World War II, I was attorney for Provo River project, 
which supplies some water for Salt Lake City and the valleys to the 
south. We were given priority on metals and nearly everything to 
rush that project through because of the fact they were sending in a 
large number of military personnel. They had Camp Kerns there, a 
city of nearly 60,000 people, which was brought in overnight. If we 
had not had that project, we could never have supplied that depot 
with water. 

That wet evele kept us from getting into trouble. We are just 
vetting finished. That will take care of that area. I am pointing 
this up to you because the same arguments | am making now applied 
to that project and we got priorities on steel, concrete, and manpower 
to go ahead and get some of the essential features of that built. 

Senator Haypen. | remember the representations you made 
distinctly. 

WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UTAH 


Senator Watkins. I made those while I was an attorney for the 
project. For 14 years I had been working with reclamation before 
coming here, | have been exposed enough to it. If | have ever 
seen one justifiable from a defense basis it is this Weber Basin project. 
It is a crime that 400,000 acre-feet of water in that country are going 
to waste, Somebody asked me if it is an emergency. I said that 
anv time you can find that amount of water being wasted there in 
the West, it is an emergency. It is a matter of manipulating and 
interchanging. ‘These engineers have done a clever job of working 
that out so it can be used, 

You can write an insurance policy for those defense areas, for the 
food supply, for the gardens, and keep the people satisfied. If we 
get it done, we could take care of more people in a hurry with trailer 
camps and temporary housing. 

[ want to emphasize with all the power I have the statements made 
by my predecessors before this committee today, and | want to point 
out that I think this committee and the Congress will be making a 
mistake if we do not get this project under way, at least get this 
initial stage done. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 


COMMUNICATION FROM COMMANDING OFFICER, HILL AIR FORCE BASE, 
UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to have inserted in the record a letter from 
Col. C. B. Root, commanding Ogden Air Matériel Area, in which he 
points out some of the basic necessities for the defense installation. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


HEADQUARTERS, OGpEN AtR MarTéRIeEL AREA 


HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 


WeEBER Basin WarerR ConseRVANCY District, 
Oaden, Utah. 
GENTLEMEN: The proposed Weber Basin development, under the jurisdiction 
of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, has been discussed with representa- 
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tives of this command, with particular reference to the desirability and necessity 
of supplementing domestic water supplies for communities in this area. It appears 
that this project, to provide both supplemental irrigation and domestic water 
for the Ogden Valley, is both economically feasible and a necessary adjunct to 
the water supply of the area. The economic well-being of the Ogden Valley is 
vital to the national defense effort in that the living conditions of employees of 
this command must necessarily be such as to maintain a highly efficient working 
force and one which is desirous of remaining domiciled in the immediate area. 

In addition to the city of Ogden, there are some 25 small communities in the 
valley in which reside a large number of the personnel employed at Hill Air Force 
Base. All of these communities, including the city of Ogden, are faced with a 
situation in which the locally available water supplies are progressively deterio- 
rating in quality and rapidly diminishing in quantity per capita. The Weber 
Basin project will provide ample domestic water supplies of good quality for these 
communities. While it is anticipated that such supplemental water will not, 
even under an accelerated construction program, become available until about 
1953, it is believed that, if the situation is not alleviated by that date, there will 
then exist difficult problems in connection with the maintenance of the status 
of the working force at this base. 

It is obvious that, from the standpoint of the economic and physical well- 
being of the approximately 8,200 employees at this base, the construction of the 
Weber Basin project is of importance to this command as further delay in the 
implementation of this project will have an extremely adverse effect, from the 
standpoint of employee morale, upon the accomplishment of the mission of the 
Ogden Air Matériel area. 

Yours very truly, 
C. B. Roor, 
Colonel, USAF, Commanding. 


Senator HaypEeNn. Senator Butler, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH BUTLER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Senator Butter. Mr. Chairman, we have a delegation here from 
Nebraska. There are four gentlemen whom I would like to present. 
There is Mr. Shaughnessy, who is the attorney for the Loup Basin 
reclamation district, who will make a presentation for the entire 
group. There will only be one statement made. I would like to 
introduce to you Mr. Shaughnessy, Mr. P. I. Badora of Ashton, 
Mr. G. R. Semler, and Mr. Harold Grint. Mr. Badora is president 
of the unit, Mr. Semler, vice president, and Mr. Grint, director. 

I am sorry I do not have a statement to present myself, Mr. 
Chairman, but I can supply the information that you may need if 
you need more information after Mr. Shaughnessy has made his 
presentation. 


STATEMENT OF CYRIL P. SHAUGHNESSY ON BEHALF OF THE 
SARGENT UNIT, MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT 


REQUEST FOR FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. SHaucunessy. My name is Cyril P. Shaughnessy, St. Paul, 
Nebr. I am the attorney representing the Loup Basin reclamation 
district with its office at St. Paul, Nebr. It is my happy privilege to 
substantiate the need for irrigation in the Loup Valleys, the deter- 
mination of the people residing in that area to have irrigation, and 
particularly to request this committee to consider an appropriation for 
the construction of the Sargent unit. 
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The Sargent unit is an integral part of the Missouri River Basin 
project, was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944, Public Law 
534, Seventy-eighth Congress, second session, and was reported on 
under that name “Sargent Unit” in Senate Document 191 issued in 
that year. The Sargent Unit is one of four units in the Middle Loup 
Division of that project and the plan suggested for the unit comple- 
ments and is compatible with the plans of development for the other 
units of the Middle Loup Division, and with the Missouri River 
Basin as a whole. It compromises the highest priority of all units 
recommended for initial construction in the Lower Platte River Basin, 
Only recently this particular unit was endorsed by the National 
Reclamation Association. 


ACREAGE OF UNIT 


The unit comprising approximately 18,000 acres of irrigable land 
is located in the valley of the Middle Loup River extending from 
Milburn to Comstock in Custer County, Nebr. In that valley there 
are approximately 111 farm families who depend entirely upon agri- 
culture for their livelihood. Features of the unit consist of the Mil- 
burn diversion dam, the Sargent and Lillian canals, and the attendant 
distribution and drainage systems. Also included in the unit are the 
Lillian hydroelectric plant and the Lillian switchyard. 


TWO-STAGE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM NECESSARY 


The developme nt of the Sargent unit will be accomplished in two 
stages. This two-stage construction program is necessary because 
the potential of the hydroelectric power plant planned for the unit 
cannot meet current economic criteria. First stage features, includ- 
ing the Milburn diversion dam, the Sargent canal (which is approxi- 
mately 40 miles in length), the Sargent laterals, and the Sargent 
surface drainage system, may be operated independently of any other 
development to provide irrigation service to approximately 14,000 
acres of irrigable land. As such the first stage is simple—it requires 
no storage reservoir for successful operation, and will require a mini- 
mum of manpower and materials to bring it to conditions of full 
agricultural production. 


LOCATION OF SARGENT UNIT 


I speak from personal knowledge when I say the Sargent unit lies 
in an area of Nebraska that in the past has been sub jected to severe 
and prolonged drought, with a resulting serious damage to a well- 
balanced economy of that community which is virtually 100 percent 
agricultural. Because of its location, the Sargent Unit is ideally suited 
for a feed-crop-livestock economy for about 60 percent cash farm 
income under present dry-land conditions is derived from the sale of 
livestock. However, the inability of farmers to produce sufficient 
dry-land feeds with uncertain moisture supplies has frequently forced 
farmers to reduce or hold their livestock number to an absolute mini- 
mum. Such conditions result in wide fluctuations in income and direct 
economical loss to the farmers themselves as well as to the other resi- 
dents of the community, and the State in general. 
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During the serious drought and after the depression of the 1930's, 
many landowners in the Sargent unit were unable to meet their farm 
mortgages and operating loan payments. Many farms were lost 
through foreclosure, for 50 percent of all the farms in Custer County 
were mortgaged in 1940. ‘The year 1934 is still vividly in the minds 
of the farmers in that area, for in 1934 they were forced to sell their 
cattle at ridiculously low prices simply because there was not suffi- 
cient feed on the farm to keep their livestock on the land. In many 
instances, this brought about economic chaos for many farm families 
and in other instances, the farm families spent many vears recovering 
economically from those devastating drought days. Une mployment 
increased and many farm families migrated from the Sargent area 
to seek employment in the manufacturing and other industrial enter- 
prises farthur east. For those who were determined to stay on the 
lands, they were forced to accept employment under the Public 
Works Administration program and other emergency work measures 
afforded by the United States Government. 

Senator Haypen. Is your situation similar to what it is in some 
parts of Arizona; that is, that a certain amount of livestock is 
produced on a project, but other livestock is brought in from the 
ranges to be cared for? 

Mr. SHauGHNessy. Yes. We are right at this particular area, 
which is right at the front door of the Sand Hill area. In other 
words, vou can go across into the hills and vou are right in the Sand 
Hill area. If those farmers knew that there would be a sufficient 
feed crop down in the valley, they could increase their numbers of 
livestock immeasurably. 

Senator HaypEN. Sometimes we have to buy voung stock off the 
ranges—sometimes grown in the United States, sometimes in Mexico 
animals that weigh around 400 pounds, and put them on the alfalfa and 
build them up and get them in good condition to sell. You make that 
extra weight off of the cultivated land. Of course, in time of drought 
it is a salvation because the ranges simply dry up. 

Then vou have a similar situation? 

Mr. SHAuGHNEssy. Yes. 

Since the time that this area was settled, the agricultural practices in 
the Sargent Unit have been governed largely by climatic conditions 
and farm operators have necessarily been forced to adjust their crop 
enterprises to conform with the uncertain moisture supplies during the 
growing season. 


CROPS THAT COULD BE PRODUCED 


Senator Younae. What crops could be produced on this land? 

Mr. SuavuGunessy. Principally corn, alfalfa; of course, it could be 
sugar beets, beans, but I believe that it is the understanding or the 
intention of the farmers presently to have corn, alfalfa, and other 
small grains. 

Senator Youne. It would go a long way toward stabilizing your 
agricultural economy. I note from the crops you mentioned that most 
of them are in short supply? 

Mr. SuauGunessy. That is right. Many farmers now could go 
into the hills and buy their cattle instead of having them sent on 
farther east, and have a balanced economy right in the valley instead 
of having the farmers come from Iowa and ‘farther east to buy the 
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cattle. Those same farmers who live in the valley could, in a great 
measure, buy the cattle. 

Senator YounG, There is considerable opposition from some Mem- 
bers of Congress in regard to starting a new project, an irrigation 
project, because they feel it would only increase production of crops 
of which we already have a surplus. In that case there would not be 
a single crop you mentioned that does not need increased production? 

Mr. SHauGungssy. That is right. If we could feed all the cattle 
we can raise there, we would not have any surplus of any corn or 
alfalfa. 

Senator Burter. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit me to inter- 
rupt, the State of Nebraska is the biggest hay Producer of any State 
in the Union. That is, wild hay. I think we are one of the largest 
producers of alfalfa, but that is a crop, as the Senator from North 
Dakota says, that is not surplus and I do not think ever will be sur- 
plus; neither is corn. 

There is always more of a market for corn than any crop we have 
ever raised. [am operating an irrigated farm myself. All we produce 
is corn and alfalfa. Then we sell hogs and cattle. We have to have a 
little surplus alfalfa on that place, but the State as a whole is the larger 
shipper of alfalfa meal of any State in the Union. 

Senator YounG. Probably the best thing that could happen would 
be to have an extra crop of alfalfa on hand in case of another dry year. 


AVERAGE CROP YIELD 


Mr. SuauGunessy. The inability of the farmers to follow a diversi- 
fied program and practice adaptable conservation practices has led 
to rapid soil depletion and the resulting low crop yields. For example, 
the average corn yields, the principal crop of the Loup Valleys, during 
the period of 1925 through 1948 amounted to 16 bushels per acre; 
during the period 1931 to 1940, corn yields averaged 9 bushels per acre. 
Dryland gross crop values based on prices prevailing during the 1939 
to 1944 period amounted to approximately $12 per acre. Conserva- 
tive estimates of gross crop values under irrigation indicate that the 

value per acre could be increased to approximately $37. From infor- 
mation available it is my sincere opinion that the increased personal 
income taxes paid by the farmer in this are by reason of the increased 
production of crops coupled with increased land valuations will, in a 
great measure, equal within a relatively short period of time the 
amount expended for the construction of the Sargent unit. 

Senator Haypren. I am glad to hear you say that because there is 
a tendency on everybody’s part to forget the farmers make some 
money and they also pay income taxes when they do. 

Mr. Suaugunessy. Mr. Chairman, in Scotts Bluff County, Nebr., 
which is the granddaddy of all the irrigation projects in the State of 
Nebraska, | am told from an authoritative source in 1 year the farmers 
in Scotts Bluff County, Nebr., paid income taxes in an equivalent 
amount to the cost-of construction of that project. 


INCOME FROM SALT RIVER PROJECT CITED 


Senator Haypen. I can go one better than that. The Salt River 
project has up to date required $22,000,000 out of the Federal Treas- 
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ury. We collected last year in that same area more than three times 
that much money in income taxes. I do not mean to say it all came 
off the farms because if you have the farms, you have towns and 
business. Unless the Jand were irrigated, there would not be any 
towns and there would not be any business. It all winds up in more 
income tax for the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. SuHaucunsssy. If I might digress a moment, in Scotts Bluff 
County in a 10-year period from 1930 to 1940, the population increased 
18 percent, but in Custer County wherein this project would be located 
and constructed, the population went downward 13 percent. In other 
words, people had to leave that area to go to a more densely popu- 
lated area. The crop production per acre in Scotts Bluff County is 
20.65 as compared to 94 in Custer County. So it is not a grant we 
are asking. It is simply an appropriation to get started in order to 
improve our entire Nation-wide economy. 

For more than a decade, local groups in the Sargent unit have made 
determined and repeated attempts to obtain irrigational development 
for their area. Efforts were made in the early thirties to include the 
unit in the plans developed for the Middle Loup public power and 
irrigation district located immediately downstream in the Middle 
Loup Valley, the construction of which was completed in 1938. These 
efforts proved futile but the intensity of the peoples’ interest was 
evidenced by the fact that a group of farmers and businessmen in the 
unit organized the Sargent public irrigation district in 1939, filed on 
water rights for the project lands, and attempted to obtain financial 
assistance from the Public Works Administration to construct the 
irrigation features. The advent of World War IT precluded advance- 
ment of these plans and forced postponement of construction. The 
determination of the people in the Sargent unit, although dormant 
during the period of World War II, immediately upon the cessation 
of hostilities became vibrant and alive for these same local leaders 
again renewed their efforts to obtain development, and in 1945 the 
landowners and businessmen formed the Upper Middle Loup Pro- 
motion Club, an informal organization dedicated to the promotion 
of their project. In July 1949 this group joined with a similar 
organization in the Farwell unit downstream and together they were 
instrumental in the formation of the Loup Basin reclamation district 
in January 1950, which district is a conservancy district. 

Determined to start the construction of their project, in August of 
1950, a proposition was submitted to the electors of the district to 
determine whether the people in the district desired irrigation develop- 
ment by assisting in defraying the expenses in bringing about irriga- 
tion in the Loup Valley. To this the people answered by a two to 
one majority in favor of the proposition which now permits the board 
of directors of the Loup Basin in reclamation district to levy an ad 
ralorem tax on all tangible property within the district boundaries. 
Throughout the ,promotional days, and since organization of our rec- 
lamation district, these people have constantly voiced a desire for 
early development and have indicated their willingness to organize 
a satisfactory repayment entity, to participate in the resolution of 
water right problems, to negotiate a repayment contract, and do all 
other things necessary to promote early irrigation development. 

The office of the Bureau of Reclamation at Grand Island, Nebr. 
has recently completed the Sargent unit definite plan report. This 
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report definitely proves the ability of the Sargent unit landowners to 
pay operation and maintenance of an irrigation system and to repay 
the construction costs of the distribution and drainage systems within 
40 years. The report further establishes a benefit-cost ratio of 1.3 to 1 
for the first stage of construction. 


DESIGN DATA AND PLANS AVAILABLE 


Work has progressed on the refinement of engineering data necessary 
and preparatory to the issuance of construction plans and specifica- 
tions. Complete design data are available for the Milburn diversion 
dam, including the necessary relocations, access roads, and caretakers 
facilities. Design data have also been compiled for the necessary 
temporary housing, warehouses, and office space which will be re- 
quired by Government forces supervising the construction of the 
Sargent Unit. Design data are complete for the entire length of the 
Sargent canal and final field location surveys of the Sargent laterals 
and drainage systems are well under way, and design data for these 
features will be completed during the calendar year 1951. 


TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


Senator Youne. What is the total cost of this project? 

Mr. SHauGunessy. It is $10,000,000. The amount of appropria- 
tion is at the present time $1,200,000. 

Senator Youna. Will this dam also serve for flood-control purposes? 

Mr. SHaucunessy. That is right. The dam would be built so that 
the initial irrigation would be on the north side of the river, which 
would irrigate about 14,000 acres. Then on the south side of the 
river it would be built so that could be developed later on. 

But the initial development is on what is known as the Sargent 
canal, which is about 40 miles in length. 

The first stage cost is in the neighborhood of $4,000,000. Then 
the estimated cost of the entire project is approximately $10,000,000. 

Engineering plans already completed for the Sargent unit indicate 
that the construction of this unit will involve primarily earthwork 
and some concrete, with relatively small amounts of steel and critical 
materials being required. In this respect the construction of this 
unit will not compete with defense activities requiring large amounts 
of these materials. It is a diversion dam. There is no reservoir. 
It is simply diverting the water out of the Middle Loup River into 
this canal, which is approximately 40 miles in length. 

As representatives of the people who reside in the Sargent unit, we 
firmly believe that construction of the irrigation features should be 
initiated at the earliest practicable date. Our reasons for supporting 
this stand are (1) the need for increased national food production; 
(2) the need for a stable local economy in the Sargent area; (3) the 
very favorable attitude of local interests and their determination for 
irrigation development; (4) the favorable economic feasibility of the 
unit; and (5) the present advanced stage of design for the irrigation 
features. Information obtained from the Bureau of Reclamation 
indicates that the availability of construction funds during the fiscal 

ear 1952 would permit the irrigation of a portion of the Sargent unit 
ands during the crop season of 1954. Continued construction activity 
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would make possible the irrigation of all lands in the unit by the 1955 
crop season. 

Incidentally, no question of diversion either from one State to the 
other, or from one watershed to the other is involved in this project. 

Senator Haypren. Let me say we had estimates like that from the 
Bureau of Reclamation in Arizona on the Gila project. We got a 
contract, a good contract on the job, excavating the main canals. 
They are 1 year ahead of the ak I think for that reason what- 
ever estimates there are here, if the project is handled properly and 
good contractors get on the job, you will get water sooner than you 
expect. 

Mr. SHauaunessy. Yes. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, there is no problem of roads to the 
Milburn diversion dam site. That would not be a problem at all. In 
fact, it is gravel all the way there now. There are ample contractors 
there that would be ready and willing to take on the contract if funds 
were allocated. 

Senator YounG. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can emphasize 
too much the need of your irrigation projects in the semiarid areas. 
Nebraska is much the same as North Dakota. I think the witness 
stated earlier in his remarks that at one time about 50 percent of the 
farms in this area were mortgaged? 

Mr. SHavucunessy. That is right. 

Senator YounG. With better farming methods and new irrigation 
projects, we could largely insure the future of that area. If we have a 
tough drought, things are not going to be too good. With improved 
farming practices we will be able to get along much better than during 
the thirties. 

Mr. SHauaunessy. Yes. In 1934 if there had been an area such as 
we propose here that had the feed, many farmers could have stayed 
on the land. They had to quit because they had nothing to feed the 
cattle. 

Senator Youna. In North Dakota during the drought period, we 
shipped feed 300 miles and better from the Red River Valley to the 
western part of the State to feed the cattle. This was done at a 
tremendous cost. The cost was actually more than the cattle were 
worth, but it did permit those ranchers to stay in business. If we 
would have had a few irrigation projects in the stricken areas we 
could have produced a steady supply of alfalfa year after year, dry 
years and wet years; that situation would have been alleviated. It 
would do wonders for our country. 

Mr. SHaueunessy. And at the same time supply that demand 
that is needed for increased food production. 

The Lower Platte River Basin in Nebraska comprises some of the 
most fertile land in the entire Missouri River Basin. Those lands 
are highly productive when moisture supplies are favorable, but under 
present conditions of dry farm operations, show low average yields 
and wide variations in production. 

I might say the land in this area is land similar to the type of soil 
in eastern Nebraska or over in lowa. The land is there. If we can 
get the water, then it will produce abundantly. 

The use of surface and ground water supplies in the Lower Platte 
River Basin will bring 1,300,000 acres of new Inad under irrigation 
and would provide improved water supplies for 408,000 of the total 
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445,000 acres currently irrigated. Of the plan for irrigation develop- 
ment in the Missouri River Basin as a whole, the use of water for 
irrigation in the Lower Platte drainage area represents 26 percent of 
the total new lands and 47 percent of the acres ie to receive supple- 
mental water supplies. 

From these comparisons, it is evident that the plan of development 
for the Lower Platte River Basin—a plan consisting largely of irriga- 
tion features—represents an extremely important and substantial 
segment of all irrigation to be accomplished under the Missouri River 
Basin project as a whole. Even so, no construction has been initiated 
on any of the irrigation units in the Lower Platte River Basin though 
construction has been started and is underway on many other units 
in the Missouri River Basin whose contribution to the expanding 
economy of the Nation compares less favorably than that of Sargent 
Unit. 

Thank you, Mr. 


Chairman. 











BY MILLER ON MILLBURN DAM 





STATEMENT L. 





HON. A. 








Senator HaypeNn. Congressman Miller, of Nebraska, has submitted 
a statement for the record pertaining to Milburn Dam. It shall be 
made part of the record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 











STATEMENT OF Hon. A. L. Mitter, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Senator Hayden, I coneur with the remarks made by Mr. Shaughnessy repre- 
senting the Sargent irrigation district, on the need for the Milburn Dam. 

The Sargent-Farwell irrigation project is feasible. This area is made up of 
splendid farmers, who will greatly improve their land if they have the water. It 
is the lifeblood needed to expand the production of this area. 

You and I know, Mr. Chairman, that water applied at the right time to the 
proper soil, will produce crops to help meet the demands of our growing population. 
This all produces new wealth, and is one of the important factors that has made 
this country so strong and forceful in world affairs. 

I hope that the committee will see fit to approve the Milburn Dam project. 











JAMESTOWN N. DAK. 





COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORTING DAM, 



































Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Young, I notice two distinguished Members of the House 
here. You may proceed as you wish. 

Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to have inserted in 
the record several telegrams which | have received from interested 
persons in North Dakota aad South Dakota in expressing strong 
support of - Jamestown Dam. One of them is from the mayor of 
Aberdeen, S. Dak., with the others having been sent by individuals, 
including public officials of North Dakota. All of these people are 
solidly behind the appropriation for Jamestown Dam. 

Senator Haypen. We will insert them at this point. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follow:) 

ABERDEEN, 8. Dak., June 1, 1951, 
Hon. Mitton R. Youna, 
United States Senator, North Dakota, 
Committee on Appropriations, Washington, D. C.: 

We urge $750,000 be appropriated to complete Jamestown Dam. Aberdeen 

and Brown County vitally concerned in James River flood control. We trust 
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your committee will realize the importance of this project, giving it serious and 


affirmative consideration. 
R. S. Wauace, 


Mayor, Aberdeen, S. Dak. 


r JamEsTown, N. Dak., June 1, 1961. 
Hon. Senator Mitton R, Youna, 
Senate Appropriations Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

We feel that immediate construction of the Jamestown Dam is the only solu- 
tion to the constant fear of flood and appalling property damage in the future. 
Your efforts on this vital matter to our people will be greatly appreciated. 

F, A. Sommers, 
President, Lions Club, Jamestown, N. Dak. 


JaMEstown, N. Dak., June 1, 1951. 
Hon. Senator Mitton R. Youna, 
Appropriations Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Jamestown Chamber of Commerce, on behalf of the citizens of Jamestown 
and surrounding area, believe that funds should be appropriated for immediate 
construction of the Jamestown Dam for the protection of our citizens and prop- 
erties against further flood damage and for irrigation purposes. 

Kindest personal regards, 

H. H. Joos, 


President. 


Devius Laxg, N. Dak., June 2, 1951. 


Hon. Mitton R. Youne, 
Committee.on Appropriations, United States Senate: 

North Dakota Reclamation Association heartily endorses early action to con- 
struct Jamestown dam which has great merit as flood control and irrigation 
project. 

R. L. DusHinske, 
President, North Dakota Reclamation Association, 


New Rockrorp, N. Dak, May 31, 1961. 


Hon. Mitron R. Youna, 
Commitiee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The New Rockford community joins the James River Valley in urging appro- 
priations for the immediate construction of the Jamestown Dam. 
Lynn W. ScHWOEBEL, 
President, New Rockford City Commission, 
New Rockford, N. Dak. 


La Mourg, N. Dak., May 31, 1961. 
Hon. Mitton R. Youna, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
We would like to urge your support for a proper appropriation for construction 


of the Jamestown Dam, 
C. J. Ropreav, 


Mayor, City of La Moure. 
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Carrinoton, N. Dak., June 1, 1951. 
Hon. Mirron R. Youna, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Carrington and Foster County join in urging funds be appropriated to start 
construction of Jamestown Dam at this time. 
C. H. Hunstrap, Mayor. 


Oakes, N. Dak., June 1, 1951. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

Urge appropriation for Jamestown, N. Dak. dam. Such a dam will save thou- 
sands of acres in Oakes area from spring floods which often idle land until too late 
for crop. 

L. C. MUELLER, 
Mayor of Oakes. 


OakEs, N. Dak., June 1, 1951. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States Senate Chambers, Washington, D. C. 
All our people will appreciate your approval of appropriation for the Jamestown, 
N. Dak. Barn. We suffer great annual loss by flooding of our most fertile land 
that would be prevented by such a dam. 


Maurice Jounson, President of Oakes Lions Club. 


Oakes, N. Dak., June 1, 1951. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States Senate Chambers, Washington, D. C. 


Thousands of our people will appreciate approval of appropriation for James- 
town, N. Dak. Dam. Each year much of our best valley farm land is inundated 
by flood waters of the James River. 


Emmett Havucen, President, Oakes Commercial Association, 


Minot, N. Dak., June 3, 1961. 
Hon. Mitton Youn, 
Senate Appropriation Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
We urge your full support for appropriation to immediately start construction 
of Jamestown Dam. 
A. R. WEINHANDL, 
President, Missouri Souris Projects Association. 


VauueEy City, N. Dax., June 2, 1951. 
Hon. Mitton R. Youna, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Valley City having suffered losses from floods in Sheyenne River prior to con- 
struction of our dam we know what it means to be subjected to injurious floods 
such as our sister city of Jamestown has experienced. Urge you to do everything 
possible to secure funds for early construction of Jamestown Dam. 

Howarp Brier, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 
OmuND JACOBSON, 
President, City Commission. 


83686—51—pt. 2 54 
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Senator Youna. I would also like to have inserted at this point an 
amendment to the Interior appropriation bill which | propose to offer 
at a later time. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 

(The amendment referred to is as follows:) 


AMENDMENT INTENDED TO BE PROPOSED BY Mr. YounG To THE Brut (H. R. 
3790) 

On page 15, following line 17, insert the following: 

“Provided further, That $875,000 of the funds provided in this paragraph is for 
the authorized Jamestown, N. Dak., Dam and Reservoir unit, and the Secretary 
is directed to proceed immediately with the construction of that unit for flood 
control and other purposes, and that except for such costs thereof as may hereafter 
be allocated by the Secretary to irrigation, power, or municipal or domestic water 
supply, the cost of eonstructing, operating, and maintaining said dam and 
reservoir shall be nonreimbursable.”’ 

Senator Youne. I believe this project falls in a category different 
from many others in that the appropriation to start the construction 
although approved by Congress last year was eliminated by the 
Bureau of the Budget under the so-called 10 percent economy amend- 
ment. There is every justification for this project, and there is no 
reason in the world why construction should not be commenced this 
vear, along with many of these other new projects which have been 
proposed. 

Senator HayprEN. I remember distinctly the arguments made before 
this committee to include that appropriation in the bill. If there 
ever was such a thing as shortsighted economy it was the action taken 
by the Burean of the Budget in eliminating it. 


JAMESTOWN UNITS, MONTANA-NORTH DAKOTA, 1951 ESTIMATE 


Senator Youna. I would like to read this statement from the Senate 
Appropriations Committee report of last year: 

Jamestown units, Montana, South Dakota, 1951 budget estimate for this 
project under phase B planning is $105,000. In view of the recent devasting 
floods in this area, the committee recommends that construction work on the 
Jamestown project be started at the earliest possible date. The committee 
therefore has approved the transfer of this project from phase B to phase A and 
recommends that the appropriation be increased from the House allowance of 
$105,000 to a total of $750,000. 

Senator Haypen. I filed the report you just read. 

Senator Young. | would like to introduce first Mrs. Daphna 
Nygaard of Jamestown, N. Dak. She is an outstanding lady and 
has done a lot of hard work in behalf of water projects. She is very 
active in many civic and community affairs. 

Senator Haypren. We will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF DAPHNA NYGAARD, JAMESTOWN, N. DAK. 
JAMESTOWN DAM, N. DAK. 


Mrs. NyGaarpb. Mr. ¢ ane my name is Daphna Nygaard, and 
my home is in Jamestown, N. Dak. As chairman of our water re- 
sources committees, I represent our chamber of commerce, and the 
city council of Jamestown, N. Dak. 
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As Senator Young has already stated, I am here in the interest of 
the early construction of the authorized dam and reservoir in the 
James River, near my home town of Jamestown, N. Dak. This is 
one of the units of the Missouri-Souris Division of the Missouri River 
Basin project. 

The James River is an eastern tributary of the Missouri River. — It 
rises in east central North Dakota, flows in a southerly direction a 
distance of 710 miles, and enters the Missouri River near Yankton, 
S. Dak. 

We were very happy when last year the Congress, upon the recom- 
mendation of your committee, approved the starting of construction 
work on this project at the earliest possible date and the transfer of 
the project from phase B to phase A and provided an appropriation 
of $750,000. 

Our joy at such action, however, was short lived, as the President 
through the Bureau of the Budget promptly impounded the appro- 
priation and effectively prevented a start on the construction of this 
project which your committee and the Congress had recommended. 

Our dismay at this action of the Budget Bureau, and the continued 
apprehension of threatened floods can only be understood by those 
who have suffered losses of homes and businesses from recurring floods. 
The impoundment of the appropriation which nullified the recom- 
mendation of Congress was, indeed, a severe blow to the hopes and 
aspirations of a distressed community. 

Only through a fortunate combination of favorable weather con- 
ditions did we escape damage to our area from high waters this spring. 
The upper watershed had a heavy cover of snow and in addition most 
of the pot holes and sloughs were well filled from last fall. Had it 


not been for the gradual run-off because of alternating thawing and 
freezing during break-up time, we would again have suffered from 
flooding of the James River. 


JAMES RIVER FLOODS 


Such favorable conditions cannot be expected to always prevail. 
When the basin again has a heavy snow cover and a rapid run-off 
occurs, our community will again become the victim of James River 
floods. 

So far I have only mentioned flood-control benefits from this proj- 
ect. In addition to such benefits, the project will provide for irriga- 
tion and municipal water supplies, sewage dilution, fish and wildlife 
propagation, expanded recreational possibilities, and other beneficial 
uses. 

RESERVOIR 


It is planned to supply water for the irrigation of 22,000 acres of 
land in the vicinity of Jamestown from this reservoir. About 30,000 
acres of land in the Oakes unit, 3 miles south of Oakes, N. Dak., are 
also planned for irrigation from the Jamestown Reservoir. 

I agree with previous statements to the effect that the conservation 
of manpower and materials for defense purposes should be our first and 
greatest concern. The carrying forward of a reasonable program of 
reclamation and flood control which requires a minimum of manpower 
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and materials will contribute to the necessary increased production 
of food for our Armed Forces. It appears to be essential that this 
be done, and I therefore feel that the early construction of the James- 
town unit is not in conflict with the national policy. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


We are informed that if the sum of $875,000 were made available 
the Bureau of Reclamation would be able to complete the designs and 
specifications, award contracts, and initiate construction on the James- 
town Dam during the fiscal year 1952. I sincerely appeal to your com- 
mittee to recommend the appropriation of that amount for the ensuing 
year so that construction on this project can get underway as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. Chairman, it is always a privilege to appear before your com- 
mittee, and I want to thank you again for being permitted to be heard 
on the Jamestown Dam. 

Senator O’Manonry. You are also a very persuasive witness. 

Mrs. NyGaarp. Thank you. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. H. W. 
Lyons, from Jamestown, N. Dak. 

I would like to have these pictures remain available for the full 
committee. 

Senator Haypren. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF H. W. LYONS, JAMESTOWN, N. DAK. 
JAMESTOWN DAM, N. DAK. 


Mr. Lyons. Mr. Chairman, I am H. W. Lyons, of Jamestown, 
N. Dak., where I have resided more than 35 years. I appear here as 
the representative of the North Dakota Reclamation Association, of 
which I am vice president. I also represent communities in the 
James River Basin downstream from Jamestown. 

Mrs. Nygaard has already told you about the flooding of the 
James River in the Jamestown area. I wish to add that a little over 
a year ago it was my privilege to appear before your committee on 
behalf of the Jamestown Dam. At that time over one-fourth of the 
city was under water and more than 2,200 people had been forced from 
their homes because of flood conditions. It was nearly 6 weeks before 
the water receded sufficiently to permit their return home. 

This flood not only affected the city of Jamestown, but at the crest 
the river flooded a large area of the best farm land in the basin. At 
one point an entire farm unit was under water, destroying much prop- 
erty and leaving the land unusable for crops that season. 

I might say that was within 7 miles of your home, Senator Young. 


FLOODS 


The flooding continued downstream in North Dakota and on 
through to Yankton, S. Dak., to the confluence with the Missouri 
River. Floodwater inundated several railroad branch lines and sev- 
ered a number of Federal and State re 


During the last 8 years the James River Valley has suffered four 
serious floods, of which two occurred in 1950. The flood damage in 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 2073 


the Jamestown area last year was estimated by the State engineer at 
approximately $2,435,000. 

Senator Haypren. The photographs that are here as exhibit material 
demonstrate that what you say is true. It is just water, water every- 
where. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. 


JAMESTOWN DAM AND RESERVOIR 


The construction of the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir unit will 
not only give us flood protection, but the project will greatly contribute 
to increasing production of food products necessary to meet ever 
growing demands. This reservoir will provide a water supply for the 
irrigation of more than 50,000 acres of land in the basin. This will 
materially aid in stabilizing agriculture in an area about 250 miles 
long. Recent surveys indicate that an additional 75,000 acres of land 
east of Oakes, N. Dak., are suitable for irrigation. 

Senator Youne. Many of those farmers now are buying sprinkling 
equipment and pumping water out of the river. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes; they are. The State water conservation com- 
mission has been flooded with requests from individuals for permits 
to withdraw a certain amount of water from the streams. 1 might 
say that reaches over into the Sheyenne River to within 5 miles of the 
city of Fargo where there have been requests for water. 

Senator Young. In dry years this river was practically dry. ‘There 
was no flow. You can see the position these irrigators with pumping 
equipment would be in if we had another series of dry vears. 

Senator Haypen. This spray irrigation is done with movable pipes? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes; aluminum pipe. 

Senator Youna. One farmer is buying $15,000 worth of equipment 
this year. 

Senator Haypen. It just means the difference between finishing out 
a crop and making one or not. 

Senator Youna. That is right. 

Mr. Lyons. With the present set-up the water commission will 
cease to issue any more permits if we do not get some additional source 
of water. 


RECOMMENDATION TO ADVANCE PROJECT PHASE 


We are deeply appreciative of your recommendation and the action 
of the last Congress in advancing this project to phase A, and provid- 
ing $750,000 w ith which to begin ¢ construction on the dam. Naturally, 
we were very much disappointed when the Budget Bureau later 
withheld all of these funds which prevented proceeding with the 
project. 

Many thousands of people in this area hope that your committee 
will see fit to again provide funds for starting construction on the 
Jamestown Dam. With an appropriation of $875,000 it would be 
possible to get this project under construction in fiscal year 1952. 
I earnestly urge your favorable consideration. 

In closing I would like to submit for inclusion in the record a copy 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution I, passed by the last North Dakota 
Legislature, and also a copy of Resolution No. 1, adopted by the 
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North Dakota Reclamation Association at the 1950 convention. 
Both relate to the necessity of constructing this project at the earliest 
possible date and request that sufficient funds be made available for 
that purpose. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows:) 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION [| 
(Introduced by Senators Sandness, Feton, and Welander) 


A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Petitioning the President of the United 
States and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to immediately make 
available to the Bureau of Reclamation from the appropriation provided 
therefor by Congress, or by transfer from budgeted carry-over, funds for 
continuing and completing the investigation, planning, preconstruction 
work and preliminary design, and for starting construction on the James- 
town Unit, Missouri-Souris Division, of the Missouri Basin project 


Be it enacted by the Legislative Assembly of the State of North Dakota: 

Whereas periodical floods in the James River in North Dakota, particularly 
those which occurred in 1943, 1948, and 1950, have damaged residential, com- 
mercial, industrial, and public property in the city of Jamestown, N. Dak., in ex- 
cess of $1,750,000, and have caused further damage to rural and urban property 
in downstream areas; and 

Whereas surveys and investigations by the North Dakota State Water Con- 
servation Commission, the Bureau of R eclamation, and the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, show that when constructed the Jamestown Dam and 
Reservoir will impound floodwaters for the control and regulation of flows in the 
James River, in both North and South Dakota; and 

Whereas the Eighty-first Congress, second session, in view of these floods in 
this area, recommended that construction work on the Jamestown unit be started 
at the earliest possible date, and advanced the project to phase A (construction), 
and appropriated the sum of $750,000; and 

Whereas the Bureau of the Budget at the direction of the President did there- 
after impound the whole of said appropriation, leaving the Bureau of Reclamation 
without any funds with which to continue the necessary investigation, planning, 
preconstruction work, or preliminary design, or with which to undertake con- 
struction on the unit; 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota, the House of Representa- 
tives concurring therein, That the President of the United States and the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget be, and they are hereby, urgently requested to 
release and restore and immediately make available to the Bureau of Reclamation 
from the appropriation provided therefor by Congress, or by the transfer from 
budgeted carry-over, funds to continue and complete the necessary investigation, 
surveys, planning, preconstruction work and preliminary design, and for starting 
construction on the Jamestown unit, Missouri-Souris Division, of the Missouri 
Basin project; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be and he is hereby directed to mail a 
copy of this resolution to the President of the United States, to the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, and to each of our Senators and Representatives in 
Congress. 

CERTIFICATE 


I hereby certify that the above is a true copy of Senate Concurrent Resolution I 
filed with this department. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the great seal 
of the State of North Dakota at the capitol in the city of Bismarck this 24th day 
of February 1951. 

[seat] Tuomas Hautu, Secretary of State. 


Reso.tution No. 1 or tae Norta Dakora RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION—JAMES- 
TOWN Dam 


Whereas through the able represertation of Hon. Milton RK. Young, member of 
United States Serate Committee on Appropriations, concurred in by the other 
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members of the North Dakota congressional delegation, the Fighty-first Congress 
appropriated $750,000 for startinz construction on the Jamestown Dam: and 

Whereas the James River is an interstate stream, which creates a flood problem 
in its basin both in North Dakota and South Dakota: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we commend Senator Young and his North Dakota congressional 
colleagues for their successful appropriations efforts and urge the North Dakot: \ 
State Water Conservation Commission to solicit the assistance of South Dakota 
to obtain an early release of the construction funds “frozen”? by the Hureae of 
the Budget so that construction can begin on this unit of the Missouri Basin 
development in 1951 as a safeguard against the ravages and suffering caused by 
previous disastrous floods of the James River in both North Dakota and South 
Dakota. 


DAMAGE FROM 1950 FLOODS 


Senator YounGc. Did you not have two floods in Jamestown in 
1950? What were the effects, if any? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes; we did. We had one in April and again the first 
part of May. I might sav the second flood, which was the more 
serious, did not clear up for a period of 6 weeks before the water was 
entirely out of the city and back in the river channel. 

Senator Younc. Have you inserted the estimated amount of 
damages to the city of Jamestown? 

Mr. Lyons. We had those figures with us last year. As I recall it, 
it was in excess of $1,700,000. That is, streets, bridges, houses, and 
what have you. 

Senator YounGc. What is the attitude of the people of Jamestown? 

Mr. Lyons. We have had a bad situation there for the last vear 
now in that people living in the flooded district were the ones who 
could least afford to stand this loss. A great many of those people 
are buying their homes on time and the depreciation in the value of 
their property in a good many instances wiped out their equity. In 
North Dakota vou have to build a house that will stand extremely 
cold weather. When vou get ints a flood condition and the base- 
ments are flooded and the floors and walls ¥ arp and crack you have a 
situation where the insulation needs replacing. The repair expense 
is far greater than in the majority of the United States. For that 
reason many of those people, while they have been forced to fix their 
homes, they are reluctant to go any further than they have. A large 
amount of that property is on the market and there is very little sale 
for it. The building situation is at a stand still in the areas flooded. 
We are building approximately 60 houses a year in the higher-ground 
areas. 

ATTITUDE OF COMMUNITY 


In February, last, approximately a thousand persons stormed the 
city hall, demanding that the city council take some action to protect 
them from the ravages of these floods. In addition to that, Mrs. 
Nygaard and others of us who are on the local water resources com- 
mittees are persistently bombarded with questions about what is 
being done to correct this condition. In the 25 vears during which I 
have been connected with the water de velopment program, I can say 
that the interest has never been so great. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you very much. 

Senator Youna. The next witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Fred 
Fredrickson, representing the North Dakota Water Commission and 
also the Greater North Dakota Association. 
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STATEMENT OF FRED FREDRICKSON, NORTH DAKOTA WATER 
COMMISSION AND GREATER NORTH DAKOTA ASSOCIATION 


MISSOURI-SOURIS DIVISION, MONTANA-NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Frepricxson. Mr. Chairman, I think I will just associate my- 
self with what the previous witnesses have said and give my time to 
our representatives with whom I am also in accord. 

Senator Youne. May I ask a question or two? The North Dakota 
Legislature approved an act 3 years ago setting up a conservancy 
district, under which the State of North Dakota agrees to make the 
necessary repayment costs for water development. 

Mr. Frepricxson. The State legislature passed such an act in 1949 
and may I refer you to the Governor at that time, who is now our 
Congressman, who can answer more in detail than I. Substantially, 
as the Senator has said, that is the content of the law. It does not, 
guarantee the repayment as such, but it sets up the machinery whereby 
districts can be organized and the preliminary costs at least will be 
guaranteed. 

Senator Youna. This is an important part of the Missouri-Souris 
project; is it not? 

Mr. Freperickson. That is right. 

Senator Youna. What percentage of the farmers in the Missouri- 
Souris area signed a petition approving this project? 

Mr. Frepricxson. We presented here, I think 2 years ago, petitions 
with several thousand signatures constituting about 80 percent of the 
farmers in the Missouri-Souris Division who agreed to take irrigation 
and to enter into repayment contracts. 

Senator Younae. Mr. Chairman, I realized it might have been easier 
to secure appropriations for this dam under the Army engineers flood- 
control program, but I thought all along that it was a necessary part 
of the Missouri-Souris reclamation project and as such rightfully 
belonged in the Reclamation Bureau’s program. It was for that 
reason | asked for the transfer about 2 vears ago. 

Senator HaypEN. You were thoroughly convinced that was sound 
and that was the proper action to take. 

Senator Youna. Yes; that is correct. Congressman Burdick, do 
you have a statement you care to make? 


STATEMENT OF HON. USHER L. BURDICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Representative Burpicx. Mr. Chairman, the principal reason why 
they want me here is to indicate that I am supporting them in every 
feature of this work. I have lived in North Dakota for 70 years. 
I know every pothole in it. I am well acquainted with this situation. 

The two floods in 1950, as I understand it from the information I 
have in my office, amounted to over $2,000,000 in damage. If by 
making an appropriation of $875,000, which would be less than half 
of the Toss, that situation could be prevented, it seems to me it would 
be good business to do it, irrespective of irrigation. Then when you 
add that to it, it can be justified and paid for. This Government is 
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not going to lose anything by that. It is one part of the Pick-Sloan 
plan of the development of the Missouri River Basin. This is the 
Sloan Division. The Pick follows the main channel of the Missouri. 
The Sloan plan takes water out of the Missouri River and brings it 
down through Minot, N. Dak., down into the James River Valley, 
and so forth. 

You might have some difficulty in locating the James River because 
historically there is not any James River. When North Dakota came 
into the Union, the James River was given the name of the Dakota 
River. That is the river yet, and it has not been changed. We 
know what it is. We have been floating around in it for the last 50 
years. 

There is a little stream that comes down from the rise of hills, known 
as the Hawks Nest Hills, that flows into the James River. Whenever 
that goes on a rampage and the James River is on a rampage, you 
surely have a flood situation at Jamestown. You will have it every 
time there is a large amount of snow where the run-off is sudden. 

As Mrs. Nygaard has explained to you, the reason they did not 
have it was because it thawed for a few days and froze up, then 
thawed again. ‘That gave us a chance to get out. The damage this 
year did not occur. That was just a favorable circumstance, and 
cannot be depended upon. 

I want you, Mr. Chairman and the other members of this committee, 
to know so far as my office is concerned that we will give 100 percent 
support to the program. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Senator Young. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Congress- 
man Aandahl who for the last 6 years has been Governor of North 
Dakota. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


JAMESTOWN DAM CONSTRUCTION 


Representative AANDAHL. Mr. Chairman, may I start by saying 
that since the drought period of the thirties in North Dakota our 
people have been intensely interested in water conservation and 
development and wise utilization. During the 6 years that 1 was in 
the Governor’s office two major objectives that I had before me were 
highway improvement and getting water projects under construction 
in the State. 

The thought that I want to bring to this committee is that at the 
time I left the Governor’s office the members of the State water com- 
mission joined me in the opinion that the Jamestown Dam was the 
next unit that should be placed under construction in North Dakota. 
There were two reasons for that opinion. 

The first was because of the excessive flood damage that has been 
experienced by that community year after year. Your committee 
has plenty of evidence as to what that is. 

The second reason is the importance that the Jamestown Dam plays 
in the broader reclamation program that we have in view for the State 
of North Dakota. 
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About 2 weeks ago I wrote to the present Governor in North Dakota, 
Norman Brunsdale, who is my successor, and in his answer, dated 
May 23, he takes the same point of view. He has one paragraph here 
in which he says, 


The State Water Conservation Commission and I are of the opinion that the 
Jamestown Dam is the next unit that should be placed under construction in 
North Dakota. 


| would like to have this letter made part of the record. 

Senator Haypren. It may be included in its entirety. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

Srare oF Norra Dakora, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, May 23, 1951. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN AANDAHL: During recent years, tremendous damages 
have been caused by floods on the James River, more particularly in the vicinity 
of Jamestown where hundreds of families were driven from their homes leaving 
all their possessions. Over this period conservative estimates show that losses 
through damages to private, city, business, industrial, county, State, and rural 
areas amounted to over several million dollars. The citizens in this area are 
becoming disheartened, they have been assured protection after each disastrous 
flood, and that the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir would be built. 

In North Dakota we have been fortunate in having dams constructed on the 
Heart and Sheyenne Rivers. These structures were ready to store floodwaters 
during record flows in 1950 and saved Mandan and Valley City from great damage. 
If the Jamestown Dam had been built and ready to store water at that time, the 
disastrous Jamestown flood could have been averted. This is fully demon- 
strated by the Baldhill Dam and Reservoir which protected Valley City, and which 
is located only 36 miles east of Jamestown. 

The Missouri River Basin plan includes the construction of the James River 
Dam and Reservoir. This will be a multiple dam to control and regulate flows for 
flood protection and storage of water for irrigation of approximately 22,000 acres 
in the Jamestown unit and 31,000 acres in the Oakes unit. It will make available 
water for domestic and sanitation purposes in Jamestown and the cities and 
villages in North and South Dakota. 

The State water conservation commission and I are of the opinion that the 
Jamestown Dam is the next unit that should be placed under construction in 
North Dakota. 

As chairman of the State water conservation commission and Governor of 
North Dakota, I most urgently request that this committee and the Congress, 
after fully considering the situation of the eitizens of the Jamestown area and the 
importance of the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir in the over-all reclamation 
development planned for our State, make available funds to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation so that the dam may be constructed at the earliest date possible. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
NorRMAN BRUNSDALE, Governor. 


Representative AANDAHL. May I offer a word in supplement of the 
statement made by Mr. Frederickson relative to the water conservancy 
district in North Dakota. That district was established by legislative 
action. No further action on the part of the local communities is 
required to have a conservancy district activated. The law estab- 
lished the conservancy district running the full length and breadth of 
the so-called Missouri-Souris project including the Jamestown Dam 
area. The conservancy district will be activated by resolution of the 
State Water Commission as soon as it is necessary to have it act in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation in that project. The 
conservancy district is authorized to levy one mill of taxes which can 
be used as part of the repayment to the Federal Government. 
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It is also authorized to cooperate and activate the wishes of irriga- 
tion districts and counties in the area in what participation and coop- 
eration they should have with this over-all project. 

Senator Haypen. It seems to me an excellent idea. 

Representative AANDAHL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypen. You spoke of the Missouri-Souris project. I re- 
member, Senator Young, that we did obtain an appropriation to build 
a diversion dam in the Missouri River which will immediately provide 
a water supply for certain lands in Montana. Then it is my under- 
standing that project is to be extended so that the Missouri River 
water will be elevated and brought over to the Missouri-Souris project 
proper. 

Am I correct? 

Representative AANDAHL. May I make this statement? There are 
two potential sources of water for the Missouri-Souris project. One 
is the Fort Peck Reservoir from which the water will come by this 
diversion dam to which vou refer. 

The other is the Garrison Reservoir, which will involve a little dif- 
ferent line of diversion. At the moment there is some uncertainty as 
to which is the most feasible approach. That will depend entirely 
upon the soil studies and the analysis that the Bureau of Reclamation 
is making at the present time. 

Senator Haypren. That preliminary work has not been completed? 

Representative AANDAHL. It is in process. Much has been done 
and there is still more work that needs to be done. 

Senator Haypen. Does it require pumping to get the water? 
Representative AANDAHL. Pumping will be required in either case 
taking it out of the Fort Peck area by the diversion dam to which 
you refer, involves a pumping lift of just a trifle over 100 feet. There 
will be a drop on the other side of the divide where 80 percent of the 
required power can be recovered. Taking the water out of the 
Garrison Reservoir requires a pump of about 50 feet. For the 
moment no recovery potential has been measured there, although one 

may exist. 

Senator Haypen. It is good that you have an alternative and one 
or the other can be worked out. I can conceive of nothing better for 
the Nation than to put that Missouri River water to work irrigating 
lands. 

Representative AANDAHL. May I also add, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Jamestown Dam fits into the over-all plan equally well for either 
source of diversion. The same basic acreage approximately will be 
placed under irrigation. The Jamestown Dam is in the path of the 
return flow, which will be used for irrigation still further down-stream, 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, as I sit here day after day I cannot 
help but admire your uncanny knowledge of all of these projects over 
the United States and your unbiased position that vou always take, 
whether they are in your State or some other State. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague, Senator Langer, asked me to tell the 
committee that it was just impossible for him to be here today because 
of other business. He did want me to tell the committee that he was 
just as interested as always in this project and supported completely 
the appropriation to start the construction work. 

Senator HaypEN. That has always been Senator Langer’s attitude. 
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Senator Youna. There is one other witness I would like to intro- 
duce, Mr. Harold Tracht, president of the Marias irrigation district 
in Montana. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD TRACHT, PRESIDENT, MARIAS IRRIGA- 
TION DISTRICT, MONTANA 


CONSTRUCTION OF MARIAS UNIT 


Mr. Tracut. Mr. Chairman: I have a prepared statement that I 
would like to read. My name is Howard Tracht. I am president of 
the Marias irrigation district, State of Montana. I am appearing be- 
fore this committee for the purpose of urging an appropriation for con- 
tinuing construction of the Marias unit of the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
Missouri Basin project. 


CAPACITY OF DAM 


The Marias unit will consist of a dam on the Marias River with a 
reservoir that will impound 915,000 acre-feet of water and a distribu- 
tion system to serve 127,000 acres of the high quality dry-farm land in 
north-central Montana. 

The economy of an area south of the Great Northern Railway 50 
miles deep and 100 miles long between Havre and Shelby, Mont., com- 
prising 3 million acres is based on stock-raising and growing grain. 

Because of insufficient moisture and soil-blowing, crops can be grown 
only under summer fallow and strip-farming methods, however, pay- 
ing crops are obtained only in years of above-average rainfall. 

he State of Montana is one of the principal areas producing cattle 
and sheep for the Nation. Montana’s extensive grazing areas can pro- 
vide summer forage for many thousands of additional sheep and cattle, 
but first, an increased supply of alfalfa and other rough feed must be 
assured for carrying the foundation livestock through severe winters, 
and for occasional periods when ranges are depleted by drought. 

Several times in the past, winter feed has been unattainable except 
by shipping in from long distances at very high cost, and it thus 
became necessary to ship foundation livestock out of the area, breaking 
up herds that have required a number of years to build. 


PRINCIPAL CROPS TO BE PRODUCED 


Senator Younac. What are the principal crops you would produce 
under this project? 

Mr. Tracur. Mostly roughage, cattle and livestock feed. 

Senator Youna. To be used in connection with the extensive cattle 
and sheep feeding operations. 

Mr. Tracut. That is very true. We would serve quite a large 
area to the north, south, east and west of this project. That area 
is extensively engaged as a large stock industry now, but we do not 
have the hay supply to carry our livestock through the winter and 
subnormal moisture years. 

Senator Younc. 1 can think of nothing more in critically short 
supply presently than is wool. Anything we can do to stabilize the 
wool industry and increase woolen production would be very important. 
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This would go a long ways toward stabilizing the sheep and cattle 
industry also? 

Mr. Tracut. Yes, it would. 

Senator Youna. Again, Mr. Chairman, the crops they plan to 
produce are in short supply. 

Mr. Tracut. For purpose of providing alfalfa and other winter 
feed and pasture for the occasional year when droughts dry up our 
ranges, the Bureau of Reclamation has planned and the Congress 
has authorized the construction of the Marias i irrigation unit to supply 
water for the irrigation of 127,000 acres of exc vellent dry-farm land. 
The completion of this unit would go a long way toward stabilizing 
the economy of an area of 3 million acres in north-central Montana. 
With the completion of the Marias unit we will be able to grow large 
quantities of alfalfa and other feed needed for our livestock, and thus 
avoid breaking up our foundation stock every few years when winter 
feed cannot be found in the area. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS APPROPRIATED 


The Marias unit should not be classified as a new start as Congress 
has already appropriated several million dollars to be used in con- 
struction of this unit. The Bureau of Reclamation has constructed 
a highway to the reservoir site and construction headquarters, pro- 
vided streets, sewers, and a domestic water system. Houses for the 
Government’s engineers and supervisory force have, also, been pro- 
vided from Federal appropriations. The long-distance-telephone 
facilities have been extended to the Government camp by use of 
private funds. 

A satisfactory bid of $11,564,347 for construction of Tiber Dam has 
been received and the Bureau of Reclamation was ready to award the 
construction contract last October when $4,739,944 of appropriated 
funds were placed in reserve by the Bureau of the Budget, leaving us 
only the necessary funds to complete the facilities already under 
contract. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED TO RESUME CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Chairman, our understanding of the status of funds placed in 
reserve is that they will not again be available until reappropriated or 
released by action of Congress. We, therefore, appeal to this com- 
mittee for an appropriation of $5,000,000 for purpose of resuming 
construction of the Marias unit of the Missouri Basin project. 


FURTHER JUSTIFICATION 


I urge that the Marias unit of the Missouri Basin project be com- 
_ promptly for reasons as follows: 
. A substantial increase in our meat supply is required for the 
Fe fs program of the United States. With our population increasing 
at the rate of over 2 million per year and with large armed forces to 
maintain, both at home and abroad, an increase of 10 to 15 percent in 
the annual meat supply for the U nited States by 1955 is necessary. 
2. Montana, already a large producer of meat, can materially 
increase its production but must first place some of its dry-farming 
land under irrigation for growing of alfalfa and other winter food. 
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Young men who come from farms to enter our Armed Forces will 
desire to return to farm homes when released. The Marias unit will 
provide 800 new farm homes by 1955, if construction work is con- 
tinued. 

4. Tiber Dam, the principal feature of the Marias unit, will be an 
earth-fill structure, thus requiring very limited quantities of critical 
materials. 

5. Labor is available in the area of construction. 

6. Requirements of the Federal Government, preliminary to con- 
struction, have been complied with, and the full approval of Congress 
was indicated by appropriations for the fiscal years 1950 and 1951. 

The project is under construction and to delay completion will 
add materially to Government. cost. 

8. When features of the project, now under construction, are com- 
pleted a maintenance force will be required unless construction of 
Tiber Dam is started now, thus adding materially to the final total 
— of the project. 

Another drought disaster such as experienced in eastern Montana 
an North Dakota in the early thirties may be avoided by providing 
a limited amount of irrigation to stabilize economy and reduce acreage 
of dry land planted to grain crops. 


STATEMENT BY HON. ZALES N. ECTON ON LOWER MARIAS UNIT, MONTANA 


Senator Haypen. Thank you for vour statement. Following the 
statement I will place a statement in the record for Senator Ecton, 
who could not be present. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ZaLtes N. Ecton, A Unitep States SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


The lower Marias unit, Missouri River Basin project, is located in north-central 
Montana and will utilize water from the Marias River to irrigate approximately 
127,000 acres of dry-farm land. The principal water conservation and control 
structure of the unit will be Tiber Dam, which will impound 1,337,000 acre-feet 
of water. About two-thirds of the 127,000 acres proposed for irrigation will be 
irrigated directly by gravity canals. The remainder will be irrigated by two 
pumping plants from main canals. Included in the canal and distribution system 
for the project lands is a power drop of 1,800 kilowatt capacity which when con- 
structed at some future date will be utilized for seasonal pumping power. The 
intake tower and penstock at Tiber Dam will be construeted so as to provide for 
the future installations of a power plant of 2,000 kilowatts. 

The lower Marias unit was first placed in phase A for construction by the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act for the Department of the Interior for 1946. 
The appropriations for this unit have been as follows: 


Fiscal year 1946 $505, 000 
Fiseal year 1947 ; 100, 000 
Fiseal year 1948 j 70, 000 
Fiscal vear 1949 ; ee 750, 000 
Fiscal year 1950 ; 5 1, 951, 730 
Fiscal year 1951_ Z ; i ani Se hy BOD 


Of the above-listed amount appropriated for fiscal year 1951, $4,739,944 was 
impounded by the Bureau of the Budget under authority of section 1214 of the 
Omnibus Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1951. 

Thus you will note that during the past six fiscal years a total of $8,116,730 has 
been appropriated by the Congress for this project. 

Obligations incurred by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection with the 
development of this unit, I am informed, amounted to $2,097,137 on June 30, 
1950. Tothis amount should be added the expenditures for fiscal year 1951, which 
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were programed in the amount of $751,000. These funds have been used in 
preconstruction activities including the development of the unit plan, the con- 
struction of a construction camp for Tiber Dam, preparation of designs and 
specifications and other preliminary activities. Construction of the Government 
camp is substantially complete. Plans were well advanced for the initiation of 
construction of Tiber Dam early in fiscal year 1951 when the national defense 
program resulted in the Bureau of Reclamation not awarding contracts on bids 
that had been received for Tiber Dam. 

Because of the nature of the works contemplated at Tiber Dam, it is apparent 
that initiation of its construction would not require large quantities of materials 
in critical supply. Tiber Dam will be a compacted earth-fill-type dam with a 
concrete spillway in the right abutment. As a consequence, construction ma- 
terials will consist of a preponderance of selected earth, sand, and rock in graded 
categories. It is estimated that these local materials will amount to approxi- 
mately 12 million cubie yards, all of which are available locally and not in critical 
supply While a modest amount of steel will be required for reinforcement and 
control works in the spillway and spillway-gate facilities, the quantities of this 
material will be very small in consideration of the total construction work involved. 
A small power plant proposed would involve some critical material but its con- 
struction would not be initiated until some future date. Construction of the 
lateral distribution system for the irrigable land of the unit generally would not 
involve significant quantities of critical materials. 

Total estimated construction cost of the lower Marias unit, according to recent 
cost estimates, is $64,065,000. 

As a result of the long and earnest work of the potential water users of the 
lower Marias unit, the Marias irrigation district was established on June 7, 1950, 
with an irrigable area of 79,500 acres of land. As project construction proceeds, 
it is anticipated that additional acreages of land within the service area of the 
unit will either petition for inclusion within the Marias irrigation district or will 
establish separate water users’ organizations for contracting with the United 
States. 

I am not familiar with nor do I have complete details as to just what the com- 
missioners of the Marias irrigation district have accomplished since the establish- 
ment of the district, but since Mr. Howard Tracht, president, Marias irrigation 
district, of Havre, Mont., has gone to the very substantial cost and inconvenience 
of coming to Washington to testify before this committee in favor of an appropria- 
tion for fiscal vear 1952, I assume that he, his fellow commissioners and all the 
water users whose lands are to be irrigated and who therefore will be responsible 
for the repayment charges of the project are in agreement with the Bureau of 
Reclamation as to the feasibility and practicability of the project. 

Under this project is to be found what I believe to be the largest area of fertile 
land adaptable to irrigation in any remaining proposed reclamation project in 
Montana. I think vou will, therefore, agree that if moneys are to be appropriated 
for any reclamation projects now or heretofore in the construction phase and for 
which construction funds have previously been appropriated, and certainly for 
other projects not heretofore in such stage and for which no construction funds 
have previously been appropriated, then the lower Marias unit should receive top 
priority. 

If it is the opinion of this committee and the Congress, searcity and price of 
materials and labor considered, that the fiscal structure of the Federal Government 
will permit the addition of any projects not currently in the fiscal year 1952 budget 
and unless the policy of the administration is to be one of public power to the 
exclusion of western reclamation, a policy which I shall continue to vigorously 
oppose, then I respeetfully recommend and urge a substantial appropriation for 
fiscal year 1952 for the lower Marias unit in order that construction on this 
important project may be given a substantial start. 


ACTION OF BUREAU ON 1951 APPROPRIATIONS 


Senator HaypEN. Senator Young, perhaps vou or the witness, or 
Mr. Rising can explain by what process of reasoning this action was 
taken by the Bureau of the Budget last year. I cannot appreciate it 
mvself. What is the explanation? 

Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, it has been very hard for us to under- 
stand why this action was taken. After your committee made an 
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appropriation last year, there was a conference of the two Houses and 
a new section was brought into the appropriation bill known as section 
1214, which required the sav ing of $550,000,000 out of all the appro- 
priations made in the omnibus appropriation bill. It virtually left 
it in the hands of the President and the Bureau of the Budget to go 
back over everything that Congress had done over a 3 months’ period 
and take out whatever items they wanted to take out to make up 
this $550,000,000. 

Originally, as I understand, the Bureau of the Budget asked the 
Bureau of Reclamation to contribute about $50,000,000 to the amount 
to be placed in reserve. Eventually they raised that to about $55,- 
000,000. In the revision they took out an additional $3,500,000 of 
this Marias money. In the first $50,000,000 they took out $1,200,000- 
some-odd. All told, as the witness stated, they took out about 
$4,800,000 of the funds provided for the Marias unit of the Missouri- 
Basin project. 

It is our understanding that the first reduction was made to comply 
with the instructions in the bill in section 1214, which was to save 
$550,000,000. The second was to save money, manpower, and mate- 
rials and stop the awarding of new contracts for units that were not 
actually under construction. 


MARIAS PROJECT, MONTANA 


So far as the Marias project is concerned, it is actually under con- 
struction and has been for nearly 2 years. The access road has been 
built. The shops for the construction force have been built; ware- 
houses, streets, et cetera. ‘The houses for the Government super- 
visory force are all there. It is just a question of enough money to 
award the contract for the construction of Tiber Dam. 

Senator Youna. When it comes to reclamation projects, a provision 
such as the one requiring the Bureau of the Budget to cut off 10 percent 
just is not in keeping with the best legislative procedure. Here this 
committee has sat for 1 month holding hearings inquiring in the 
minutest detail regarding the merits of these projects. Afterward 
we transfer the right to make any cuts to the Bureau of the Budget, 
which has only a relatively minor knowledge of the situation. 

Senator Haypen. I never did vote for any such proposal. I 
resisted it and stated more than once that I did not want to confess 
that as a United States Senator I could not take evidence and arrive 
at a conclusion as to what kind of an appropriation should be made. 
It is a confession that the Congress is incompetent to perform the 
duty for which its Members are elected when authority of this kind 
is transferred to somebody else. 

There is a similar provision again in these bills that the House 
has in mind. Again I shall resist it because it simply does not make 
common sense to me. As Senator Young said, we can sit here and 
take evidence and arrive at a conclusion after extended investiga- 
tions based upon recommendations made to us by competent engi- 
neers as to what can be done. We do those things and arbitrarily 
the Congress passes a blanket cut and directs somebody else who 
does not have that background information to apply it. 
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MONTANA-NORTH DAKOTA PROJECTS, FUNDS IMPOUNDED 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Chairman, after you had made appropriations 
for three of these projects we talked about today—the Jamestown 
Dam, the Marias project, and the Missouri-Souris project diversion 
dam—by action of the Bureau of the Budget all of your work over a 
period of several months was nullified. 

Senator Haypen. Was nothing done on the diversion dam at all? 

Senator YounG. Those funds were impounded, too. Those were 
two projects I worked hard on. 

Mr. Risine. The diversion dam and the Marias was stopped; also, 
the Jamestown Dam. All the funds you had provided after so thor- 
ough an investigation and hearings last year, the Bureau of the Budget 
impounded. Without funds we cannot build the projects. 

Senator HaypEN. The excuse last year was this action was taken 
in order to reduce the number of people working for the Government. 
That was the thought at least as expressed by those who originally 
sponsored the amendment in the House. It was to be a reduction in 
personnel. I do not believe there is anyone who dreamed at the time 
it was made this action would be required because of the necessity of 
finding $550,000,000. They had to find that much money under re- 
quirement of section 1214 and they found it by wrecking projects 
which now appear, if allowed to go on, would be esse ‘ntially in the 
interest of national defense. 

Mr. Ristnc. Absolutely. 

Senator Youna. Of course business has been required to cut down 
part of their operation and take on defense work, but I know of no 
single case in which any business establishment has been put entirly 
out of business. I can see where there is necessity for curtailing this 
work, but by not starting any new projects at all we are e ‘nding the 
whole program to 2 or 3 years from now when the projects now under 
construction will be completed. 

Senator Haypen. We made diligent inquiry of both the Corps of 
Engineers with respe¢t to flood control and the Bureau of Reclamation 
with respect to projects of this type. Unless there are some new 
starts, both of those great engineering organizations, the finest in the 
world with experienced men, the most experienced men that can 
possibly be gathered together who are capable and willing to do this 
work, will be out of business. 


TERMINATION OF CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM IN NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Youna. In the State of North Dakota there is not a single 
project under the Bureau of Reclamation, under construction, with 
the exception of the Bureau of Reclamation transmission lines which 
will be completed after this vear. After this vear we will not have 
any reclamation works going on in the State at all with the exception 
of some investigations. 


TIBER DAM PROJECT, MONTANA 


Senator Haypren. I have received a number of telegrams from 
various places in Montana urging the approval of the Tiber Dam 
project. I will ask the clerk to insert the names of the authors of the 

83686—51—pt. ° 
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telegrams, that is, one telegram and the names of the authors of the 
others. I do not think it is necessary to place all of them in the 
record. 

(The telegram and names referred to are as follows:) 


Havre, Monrt., May 26, 1951. 
Senator Cari HaypDEN, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee, 
Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Agricultural development of Montana handicapped through lack of irrigation. 
Your support of the Tiber Dam project is urged. 
Harry SODERBERG, 
Chairman, State Highway Commission. 


Dan Heltne, Heltne Oil Co., Havre, Mont. 

Bob Patterson, Patterson & Co., Havre, Mont. 

Jack M. Vickery, J. C. Penny Co., Havre, Mont. 

G. O. Omlie, F. A. Buttrey Co., Havre, Mont. 

O. R. Rubie, president, Citizens Bank, Havre, Mont. 

Harry Soderberg, chairman, State Highway Commission, Havre, Mont. 
Allan Hanson, Classification Hill County, Havre, Mont. 

Fred Mundy, Gildford, Mont. 

Ralph Koefod, Koefod Insurance Agency, Havre, Mont. 

W. E. Cowan, Cowan Mercantile, Havre, Mont. 

Earl J. Bronson, manager, Chamber of Commerce, Havre, Mont. 
Clyde Flint, Havre Hotel, Havre, Mont. 

Stanford Robins, president, Chamber of Commerce, Havre, Mont. 
k. J. Decker, McKinnon Decker Construction Co., Havre, Mont. 
Howard Brown, H. Earl Clack Co., Havre, Mont. 


MISSOURI-SOURIS DIVERSION DAM AND POWER PLANT, MONTANA- 
NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Haypen. Then I have some telegrams from Wolf Point, 
Mont., endorsing the diversion dam and power plant project. 

Mr. Risine. That, Mr. Chairman, is the one we have just men- 
tioned and for which funds were also impounded. 

(Tie telegrams referred to are as follows:) 


; Wo ur Point, Mont., May 25, 1961. 
Hon. Senator HaypEn, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This area requests and endorses the immediate construction of the diversion 
dam and power plant in Montana and feel it is not only a vitally necessary develop- 
ment but a furtherance of our defense program. 

CHARLES RATHERT. 


Wotr Point, Moyt., May 26, 1951. 
Hon. Senator HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This area requests and endorses the immediate construction of the diversion 
dam and power plant in Montana and fee! it is not only a vitally necessary develop- 
ment but a furtherance of our defense program, 

A. V. APPELGREN, 
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Wotr Point, Mont., May 26, 1951. 
Hon. Senator HaypvEN, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This area requests and endorses the immediate construction of the diversion 
dam and power plant in Montana and feel it is not only a vitally necessary develop- 
ment but a furtherance of our defense program, 

Jack R,. Loucks. 


YELLOWTAIL DAM, MONT. 


Senator Haypen. I have here a letter and several telegrams with 
reference to Yellowtail Dam. The letter is from the Governor of the 
State of Montana. ‘The letter and the telegrams may go into the 
record. 

(The letter and telegrams referred to are as follows:) 

STaTe OF Monrana, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, May 25, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HaypDEN, 
Chairman, Intersubcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, ro: ee 


’ 


Dear Senator Haypen: The people of Montana believe it necessary that in 
order to help Montana and the United States, that it is necessary to construct 
the Yellowtail Dam, the Tiber Dam project, as well as the Missouri-Souris project 
in Montana. 

We want to do everything necessary to cooperate in our defense effort, but we 
do believe sincerely that the construction of the projects just mentioned will aid 
in our national defense effort by providing a sounder economy for this State and 
Nation. 

You will recall that the contract was let for the construction of the Tiber Dam 
project, but because of the Korean situation, nothing further was done. 

We sincerely hope that you and your committee will give every consideration 
to the construction of all or at least a part of the projects which I have heretofore 
enumerated. 

With best regards, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHn W. BonneER, Governor. 


Bruuines, Mont., May 26, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HayDEN, 
Chairman, Intrasubcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We urge you to do everything in your power to promote the construction of 
Yellowtail Dam in Big Horn County, Mont. The construction and completion 
of this project is of vital importance to the defense of the United States. 

Teamsters Locat Union 190, 
M. R. Houms, Secretary. 


Biiuincs, Monr., May 26, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We sincerely hope everything possible can be done to promote the construction 
of Yellowtail Dam in Big Horn County, Mont. The construction and completion 
of this project is of great importance to national defense and to my people. 

YELLOWSTONE County TRADES AND 
LABOR ASSEMBLY, 
Ek. A. Kautsky, President. 
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Bituinas, Mont., May 26, 1951. 
Hon. Cari HayDEn, 
Chairman, Intrasubcommittee, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We hope you do everything possible to promote the construction of Yellowtail 
Dam in Bighorn County, Mont. The construction and completion of this 
project is of vital importance to the defense effort of United States. 

R. E. Mornous, Secretary, Carpenters Local 1172. 


COLLBRAN PROJECT, COLORADO 


Mr. Ristnc. Now, Mr. Chairman, we have one other project for 
which we want to make a presentation. That is Collbran project. 
Judge Clifford H. Stone had expected to be here this afternoon but 
telephoned me that he was not able to be here. He asked me to 
present for the record his 4-page statement. 

Senator Haypen. That will be included. Judge Stone will be 
before this committee on Wednesday, and if there are any further 
questions we will ask him them at that time. His statement will be 
included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CiirForD H. Srong, Drrecror, CoLorapo WATER CONSERVATION 
BoarD 


The Collbran project area is located in Mesa County in west central Colorado in 
the upper Colorado River Basin. The purposes of the project are te provide 
supplemental water for the irrigation of 18,340 acres of land now having inadequate 
water supplies and a full supply for 2,310 acres not now irrigated, all of which 
land is located in the basin of Plateau Creek, a tributary of the Colorado River; 
to provide for an installed power generation capacity of 7,400 kilowatts; and, at 
full development, to provide about 10,300 acre-feet of water annually as a muni- 
cipal water supply for Grand Junction and vicinity, Colorado. 

Major features of the project plan include Vega Reservoir, of 30,000 acre-feet 
eapacity, Bonham Reservoir of 6,300 acre-feet capacity, the Southside Canal, 
about 30 miles long, for delivery of irrigation water to the lands in Plateau Valley, 
and 26 miles of pipeline for delivery of municipal water to Grand Junction. Two 
power plants having a total installed capacity of 7,400 kilowatts would be located 
at drops along this pipeline, to utilize the 3,500 feet of head which could be 
developed. The water for municipal use would be delivered to the water users 
at an equalizing reservoir to be built by the local people, and distribution from 
that point on to the ultimate users would be a local responsibility. 

Early construction of Collbran project would be desirable. The city of Grand 
Junction, because of its proximity to uranium ore and oil-shale deposits in western 
Colorado, is expecting a greatly increased demand on its present municipal water 
supplies. During the past 4 years, the city has incurred large financial obligations 
in order to increase its water supplies from present sources and it is estimated 
that within a period of 2 or 3 years, or possibly even sooner, because of the in- 
creased activity brought about by the defense emergency, the city’s present 
sources of water will not be sufficient to meet increased demands placed upon them 
by industrialization and increased population. 

It is essential that the multiple-purpose Collbran project be authorized during 
the present session of Congress so that municipal water from this source may be 
made available to Grand Junction. At a recent meeting held in Grand Junction, 
attended by the city officials, the irrigators of Plateau Valley, and others interested 
in the water-supply problems of the area, it was pointed out that if money were 
made available in the Interior Department appropriation bill for the fiscal year 
1952, for preparation of detailed plans and specifications for the Collbran project, 
a full year’s time could be saved in the construction of the project. For this 
reason, I submit the following amendment to be made in the item headed ‘‘Con- 
struction and rehabilitation.” 

Page 15, line 22, strike the period at the end of the sentence and add the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘and $100,000 is for the preparation of detailed plans and specifications 
for the Collbran project, Colorado.” 
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The Collbran project meets all the criteria which the Congress has established 
for the authorization of reclamation projects. All reimbursable costs will be fully 
repaid within 50 years. Project benefits exceed project costs by a wide margin. 
The project report was approved by the Secretary of the Interior many months 
ago and has been transmitted to all the affected States of the Colorado River 
Basin and to the Secretary of the Army in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1 of the 1944 Flood Control Act for official comments. 

Five of the affected States went on record as favoring authorization of the 
project. The State of Nevada had no comments, and the California Department 
of Public Works made no official comments for the State, but attached comments 
from the Colorado River Board of California which, although in agreement that 
the project would be a desirable improvement, disagreed with the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s analysis of the project. The Chief of Army Engineers, acting in 
behalf of the Secretary of the Ariny, advised that the project would not conflict 
with any Army projects. The people of the area are agreed that early construc- 
tion of the project is essential to develop the full potentialities of the Grand 
Junction area. 

H. R. 2813 and S. 943 have been introduced in the present session of the Eighty- 
second Congress for authorization of the project. It is my understanding that 
hearings will be held by the Interior and Insular Affairs Committees as soon as the 
Department of the Interior submits its report on the bills. 

In view of the earlier favorable project report by the Secretary, concurred in by 
five of the States of the Colorado River Basin, and inasmuch as, to the best of my 
knowledge, there has been no expressed objection to the project from any source, I 
have every expectation that one of the bills to authorize the project will be acted 
on favorably by the Congress in the near future. I, therefore, strongly urge that 
the committee act favorably on the proposed amendment, in order that work on 
the Collbran project can move ahead promptly. 


Mr. Risrna. I believe that is just about all, Mr. Chairman. | 
would like to make an explanation regarding Anchor Dam on the 
Owl Creek unit. 

ANCHOR DAM, WYO. 


We placed Anchor Dam on our list of eight projects at the request 
of Mr. Kenneth Vernon, regional director of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion at Billings, Mont., who considers it a very worthy and necessary 
project. He sent word to me a few days ago that because of certain 
legal complications there would have to be a delay, so there are no 
witnesses appearing for Anchor Dam today. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of those interested in all of the 
projects for which you have so kindly permitted us to present witnesses 
for today, I want to thank you very sincerely. This has been very 
worth while, we think. We have been glad to bring these witnesses 
here and present these statements to this committee showing that 
these projects are not all new starts but were stopped simply because 
new units of these projects were not permiited to be placed under 
construction by placing in reserve the additional appropriations. 
We hope you will be able to include the amount of $16,831,000 that 
we have requested today in the bill for fiscal year 1952. 

Senator Haypen. I think it is quite important that the question 
of new starts be brought to the attention of Congress, and I want to 
congratulate you and Mr. Tracht and other witnesses on the way 
your program has been presented. 

Mr. Tracur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


POWER AND ENERGY STUDIES, NEW ENGLAND AND NEW YORK 


Senator Haypen. With reference to the item on which the com- 
mittee has previously had a hearing for power and energy studies 
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in New England and New York, I will place in the record at this 
point two letters, one from the Washington Electric Cooperative of 
East Montpelier, Vt., and the other from the Kingman Electric 
Cooperative of Kingman, Maine. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


WASHINGTON ELEctrRIC CooPEeRATIVE, INC., 
East Montpelier, Vt., May 31, 1961. 
Senator Cart HAYDEN, 
Appropriations Committee, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAypDEN: At a joint conference of the New England and New 
York electric cooperatives and municipals the following resolution was adopted: 

“Be it resolved, That we, the members of the Northeastern Electric Cooperative 
Association and the New York and Massachusetts Municipal Electric Association 
in joint convention assembled at Albany, N. Y., the 25th day of May 1951, hereby 
pledge our hearty support to the work of the New England-New York Interagency 
Committee and that copy of this resolution be sent to chairman of that com- 
mittee.” 

We feel it is urgent that the appropriation of $35,000 to take care of the Interior 
Department’s part in the New England-New York Interagency Committee be 
made available because of the extreme necessity of conserving the resources in 
our area and to provide for our future needs. 

It is imperative that the work of the New England-New York Interagency 
Committee be completed now more than any other time. Because of the inter- 
national situation it is necessary that we take stock of our resources at home 
and make inventory of them for our future requirements. We must plan what 
will be best for the people in our area, 

We hope that you will see fit to go along and vote in favor of appropriations 
that are necessary to keep the interagency committee in New England.and New 
York functioning. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK M. SAHLMAN, 
President, Northeastern Electric Cooperative Association. 


KINGMAN Exectric CoopERATIVE, 
Kingman, Maine, June 1, 1951. 
SENATOR HAYDEN, 
Chairman of Subcommittee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: At our annual meeting held at Albany, N. Y., the following reso- 
lution was passed: 

‘Resolved, that we, the members of the Noftheastern Association of Electric 
Cooperatives, representing 75,000 rural people in annual meeting assembled at 
Albany, N. Y., this 26th day of May, 1951. We do hereby urge that the appro- 
priation for $35,000, to the Interior Department for the inter work of the New 
England-New York Inter Agency Committee, be restored and that a copy hereof 
be sent to Senator Hayden, chairman of the subcommittee.” 

It would seem to us that the Congress of the United States does not realize the 
benefits this area receives from the work of the New England-New York Inter 
Agency Committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Louis 8. Horton, 
Secretary, Northeastern Association of Electric Coop. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


COMMUNICATIONS FROM HON. HENRY DWORSHAK 


Senator Haypen. Senator Dworshak has written me with respect 
to the appropriation for the Grazing Service and has enclosed with 
his letter a communication from certain citizens in Idaho. J will 
place Senator Dworshak’s letter and enclosure in the record at this 
point. 
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(The letter and enclosure referred to are as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
June 2, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Car: I have been receiving numerous letters from stockmen in Idaho 
-alling attention to the grazing program set up by the Nicholson report. Atten- 
tion is called to the reduction in the appropriation for the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement and inquiries are being made whether the Federal Government intends 
to keep faith with the livestock industry. 

Herewith I am sending you a letter which is typical of those I have been receiv- 
ing. Iam sure your subcommittee will give proper consideration to this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry C. DworsHak. 

Enclosure. 


Mauap Crry, Ipano, May 21, 1951. 

Dear Sir: This letter is from an association representing 100 stockmen and 
we are asking you gentlemen who represent us to try and do something about it. 

It has been brought to our attention that the House of Representatives is con- 
sidering the 1952 budget for the Bureau of Land Management, Department of 
the Interior, recommended a reduction of approximately $800,000 below the 
Bureau’s estimate and the recommendation of the House committee. 

In accordance with this action, only $1,210,000 would be available for grazing 
administration, being $623,765 short of implementing the Nicholson plan. 

The Nicholson plan was made in behalf of the livestock industry and accepted 
by the Secretary of the Interior in 1947. This set forth the desired degree of 
administration with the livestock industry paying their just share of administrative 
costs plus a range improvement fee. It was determined that the grazing fee 
should pay 70 cents of administrative costs and public interests to pay the balance. 
In line with this plan it was recommended Isat fall by the local, State, and national 
advisory boards that the grazing fee be raised to 10 cents plus a 2-cent range im- 
provement fee to raise the required revenue to implement the Nicholson plan. 
Also it was recommended that if the money collected from the increased grazing 
fee was not used to provide for added administration, then the fee should be re- 
stored to its former status. The money collected from the 12-cent fee will more 
than support an appropriation of $1,833,765 provided that the apportionment of 
costs of administration, in accoradnce with the 70 percent and 30 percent, is 
accepted. 

The livestock industry recognizes the need for added administration of lands 
under jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management and fully recommends the 
degree of administration set for in the Nicholson report. Also the stockmen are 
fully agreed to pay their just share of administrative costs which would justify 
an appropriation of approximately $1,833,765. However, if such an appropriation 
is not made, then the grazing fee should be reduced to its former status, since this 
was the only purpose for which the fees were raised. 

We certainly need men to stop tresspassing, range improvement, and a dozen 
other things. That’s why we agreed to pay 12-cent fee, if we are going to be turned 
down on our appropriation, we think the fee should be back where we started at 
5 cents and nobody is getting any service, just paying for nothing. 

Yours truly, 
PLEASANT ViEW Livestock ASSOCIATION, 
Nouan T. BiatspEuu, President. 
Parry Ipson, Vice President. 
M. Jones, Secretary. 
Davip Descuamps, Director. 
Ep. B. Jones, Director. 
LAMAR THomas, Director. 
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SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 
CONSTRUCTION 


INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD 
OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 


(See p. 1146) 


Senator Haypren. Mr. Robert E. Noonan, assistant to the inter- 
national president of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, appeared before this committee on May 24 and during his 
testimony the question of comparative wage scales was raised. He 
has supplied the information on this subject and it shall be made part 
of the record at this time. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
Washington 5, D. C., June 4, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HayYDEn, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Attached you will find, a comparison of wage rates between the 
public power districts in Nebraska and the private power companies in the 
adjoining States which are under contractual relationship with the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 

This material is being submitted in response to the request by Senator Dennis 
Chavez in connection with my testimony before the committee on May 24, 1951. 

Very truly yours, 
Rost. E. Noonan, 
Assistant to the International President. 


Wage rates for linemen employed by public power districts in Nebraska 


(Taken from Annual Report of Power Districts, 1950 '] 
Omaha Division ?______ ~~ Pe Be ere $1. 74-$2. 
Lincoln Division__________- alo ne excuie . 50—- 1. 
Beatrice Division ___- as = y . 33- 1 
Platts Mouth Division _ HA at xe ee .43- 1 
Kearney Division_-_-_---__-__--- Phe e Re z . §2- 1. 
Columbus Division _ __.- 1 
Norfork Division ] 
O’ Neill Division 
York Division i a 
Scottsbluff and Chudrow Division -_- 
Ogallala Division. __________- 
Nebraska Public Power System 
Average rate paid to linemen 3 

1 These rates include recently reported increases (10 percent to Consumer’s Power Districts and 6 percent 
to Nebraska Public Power System). . 

2 The Omaha division accords our organization some form of recognition, and it will be noted that the 
rates are significantly higher than in other divisions. These higher rates improve the State average by 
approximately 5 cents per hour. ; ; 

3 Where more than one rate is paid the upper and lower rate were included to arrive at the average figure 
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Wage rates for linemen employed by private companies under contract with 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Colorado: 


Rangely Power & Light Co 
Southern Colorado Power Co 
Western Colorado Power Co 


State average 
Iowa: 
East Iowa Light & Power Co_. 
Interstate Power Co 
Iowa Electric Light & Power Co 
Iowa Power & Light Co 
Iowa Publie Service Co 


State average 
Missouri: 

Kansas City Power & Light Co § $2. 03 

Missouri Power & Light Co a 1. 67 

St. Joseph Light & Power Co Sia : 1. 68 

Union Electric Co............- aoe Seager ie 81 

Missouri Public Service Co. ......._._....___.-. : 1. 57 


Beate Overere. .. ..........-. 1. 79 
Wyoming: 

Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power C ae i 1. 78 

Western Public Service___--~--- . 78 


State average 
Kansas: 
Kansas Gas & Electric Co 
Kast Kansas Utilities, Ine Ee er aye See 2 Sidi ae Bae ee ; 
Kansas Power & Light Co_- ees . 53 


State average ; . 66 


Grand average (20 companies in bordering States). ide See eas ge 
Nebraska average _ - - ree ER rel ot ee te 1. 53 


Differential 


In comparing wage scales it is common practice -to use the lineman’s rate as 
the other rates are ordinarily geared to this scale. 

This comparison clearly shows that the Nebraska rates are substantially lower 
than the rates for private companies in the surrounding States under agreement 
with the IBEW. 

It is very likely that the average rate paid in Nebraska is lower than the figures 
would indicate, as we have found that most companies with graduated rates tend 
to have the larger percentage of their employees in the lower brackets. 

These figures show an hourly differential of 21.6 cents per hour in favor of the 
companies under contract with the IBEW. 

These figures in no way reflect working conditions and it is almost axiomatie 
that working conditions are inferior where there is no collective bargaining and 
where no written contract exists between the parties. 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 
JUSTIFICATION FOR KENTUCKY FISH HATCHERY 
(See pp. 1545-1550) 


Senator Haypen. The Fish and Wildlife Service has complied with 
a request to submit a justification for a new warm-water fish hatchery 
in Kentucky. It will be made part of the record. 

(The justification is as follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A WARM-WATER FISH HATCHERY IN 
KENTUCKY 


There is an extensive farm pond construction program in Kentucky. In some 
counties, plans call for the construction of as many as 10,000 ponds. State facil- 
ities for the propagation of warm-water fishes very liare mited. The only Federal 
hatchery in Kentucky is located at Louisville. This station has a total pond acre- 
age of 64, acres. It is not possible to make any material expansion of the facilities 
at this station. Due tothe great requirements in Kentucky for fish and the limited 
facilities, an agreement was entered into April 29, 1949, between the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the Kentucky Division of Game and Fish, whereby the combined 
efforts would be correlated to endeavor to meet the demands for fish in the State. 
To meet the terms of the agreement, it was estimated that it would require between 
three and four million fish per year from Federal hatcheries. While the service 
has been shipping fish to Kentucky from hatcheries in Arkansas, Alabama, and 
Indiana, it has been impossible to meet the requirements. Consequently, a 
modern, large, warm-water fish hatchery in Kentucky is urgently needed in order 
to provide fish for the proper stocking of these new impoundments, and for the 
corrective Stocking of the existing waters. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is cooperating very closely with the State of Ken- 
tucky in the program to stock and manage the great number of farm ponds and 
reservoirs in the State. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
JUSTIFICATIONS FOR. MISSOURI AND WEBER BASIN PROJECTS 
(See p. 2040) 


(In response to the request of the chairman on June 4, 1951 (p. 
2040), the Bureau of Reclamation submitted for the record informa- 
tion on the Collbran, Palisades, and Weber Basin projects, the Kenne- 
wick division of the Yakima project, and the following units of the 
Missouri River Basin project: Sargent, Lower Marias (Tiber Dam), 
Jamestown, and Owl Creek. These projects were discussed by 
witnesses before the committee on June 4, The information is as 
follows:) 

CoLLBRAN PROJECT, CoLORADO 


The potential Collbran project is located in Plateau and Grand Valleys in 
west-central Colorado in the Colorado River Basin. Principal towns in the area 
are Collbran in Plateau Valley and Grand Junction in Grand Valley. 

The project would furnish a needed irrigation supply for 2,310 acres of arable 
land now idle for lack of water and for 18,340 acres now inadequately irrigated. 
A municipal supply of 10,300 acre-feet annually would be provided to meet the 
urgent needs of the city of Grand Junction and other communities in Grand 
Valley. Nearly 60 million kilowatt-hours annually of electric energy would be 
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developed. Recreation and fish and wildlife values in the area would be enhanced. 
Major features in the plan of development include the Vega Reservoir of 30,000 
acre-feet capacity, enlargement of the existing Bonham Reservoir to 6,300 acre- 
feet capacity, the Southside Canal, a 26-mile main pipeline for conveyance of 
municipal water, and two power plants at drops along the pipeline with a total 
installed capacity of 7,400 kilowatts. The water for municipal use would be 
delivered to the water users at an equalizing reservoir to be built by the local 
people, and distribution from that point on to the ultimate users would be a 
local responsibility. 

The total estimated cost of construction of the project is $13,299,000, allocated 
as follows: 


MATURE ORG, GRIORUE IEG... a de iitc a in Ghee eee ae knees $2, 742, 000 
aI REMI x ssa dn eh en cs dCs Sal poco UD tg ca Sasa nn ae xB i wie 6, 313, 000 
I ha a i kd ee elt ot a a ea ie i 3, 987, 000 
Fish and wildlife presery OR ne tee a ee 257, 000 

I a Oa ae eae Pe oo Sia a Me ee eS a a as 13, 299, 000 


A report on feasibility was submitted to the local, State, and Federal interests, 
and after receipt of comments was submitted by the Secretary to the President 
through the Bureau of the Budget on May 9, 1950. Bills have been introduced in 
Congress to authorize the project and proponents anticipate that the project 
will be authorized by the Congress during this present session. Early construc- 
tion of the project is desirable because the present water supplies of the city of 
Grand Junction are not sufficient to meet increased demands being placed upon 
them by industrialization and increased population, and that will result from 
expec ted inereases because of the existence of uranium ores and oil-shale deposits 
nearby. 

If pre-construction funds in the amount of $100,000 were made available at this 
time a full year’s time could be saved in the construction of the project. These 
funds could be used to initiate detailed surveys and geological explorations, and 
negotiations with water users and other preconstruction work required to prepare 
a definite plan report and final designs and specifications for the project. 


PALISADES Prosect, IpDAHO-WYOMING 


The total cost of the Palisades project is currently estimated at $76,601,000. 
When originally authorized in December of 1941, the cost of the project was 
estimated to be $24,092,000. The increase in estimated cost is attributable 
partially to increased prices, which have more than doubled since the time of 
the original estimate, and to the increase in the scope of the project, which was 
considerably enlarged at the time of reauthorization. For example, the generating 
capacity of the power plant has been increased from 30,000 kilowatts to 112,500 
kilowatts. The current estimated cost is allocated as follows: Irrigation $28,- 
755,400, power $24,599,300, flood control $22,733,300, fish and wildlife $365,000, 
recreation $148,000. 

The Palisades project, originally authorized in 1941, was reauthorized on a 
larger plan by act of September 30, 1950. The 1,400,000 acre-foot Palisades 
Reservoir will provide supplemental irrigation water for some 650,000 acres of 
land in the upper Snake River Valley. The 112,500-kilowatt power plant will 
provide hydroelectric energy to serve irrigation pumping, municipal and rural 
cooperative loads, and will also supplement the proposed American Falls power 
plant when needed to supply power for the Minidoka north-side development. 
Direct flood protection will be provided for several thousand acres of irrigated 
land on the Snake River plain above Idaho Falls. Indirect flood-control benefits 
will accrue to more extensive areas farther downstream through the coordinated 
operation of the reservoir with Corps of Engineers’ downstream facilities. Con- 
struction and operation of Palisades Reservoir will enhance the recreational value 
of Jackson Lake Reservoir, located upstream in Wyoming’s Jackson Hole County, 
by greatly decreasing the fluctuations now necessary in the level of Jackson Lake. 
The Palisades project will not, in itself, provide for the construction of irrigation 
distribution facilities; however, the 13,650-acre unit A of the Minidoka project- 
north-side pumping division will be wholly dependent upon Palisades storage. 

Detailed studies show an increasingly critical deficiency of commercial and 
irrigation pumping power in southeastern Idaho. Equally significant is the 
continuing hazard of inadequate water supply to existing irrigated lands, amply 
demonstrated by the disastrous dry vears of the 1930’s, which threat will be 
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almost entirely removed by Palisades storage. These circumstances clearly 
indicate the need for constructing this project at the earliest date possible. I 

Principal features of the project include Palisades Dam, an earth-fill dam 260 
feet high and 2,200 feet long, the power plant, relocation of 21 miles of State 
highway and 30 miles of Forest Service road, construction of two 115-kilevolt 
transmission lines from the power plant to substations near the cities of Idaho 
Falls and Pocatello, and a single line beyond Pocatello to the proposed Minidoka- 
American Falls power plant; that is, to the areas where irrigation pumping power 
is particularly needed. 

Previous construction funds have been applied principally to three activities 
which are prerequisite to the dam construction program, namely, preparation of 
detailed designs and specifications, the construction of the first 48-mile trans- 
mission line, required to bring construction power to the dam site, and the initia- 
tion of State highway relocation construction. 

The balance of funds remaining available at the start of fiscal year 1951 were 
sufficient only for continuing work on designs and specifications. With supple- 
mental fiscal vear 1951 funds, full-scale construction activities will be initiated. 
The prime contract for the dam and powerhouse will be awarded and important 
progress made thereunder on the drilling of the river diversion tunnels. Awards 
and progress payments will be made on contracts for the State highway relocation 
from the vicinity of the dam site to and across Big Elk Creek, the Forest Service 
road relocation to MeCoy Creek, manufacture of turbines and generators, rights- 
of-way in the reservoir area, reservoir clearing, administrative buildings and 
housing, and transfers to participating agencies for the purpose of developing 
more detailed plans in connection with fish, wildlife and recreational aspects of 
the project. Studies now in progress indicate the possibility of advancing the 
tentative initial power-generation date of April 1956 if the supplemental funds are 
obtained before January 1, 1951, the controlling elements of the program being 
the award of contracts which will permit actual starting of construction of 
the diversion tunnels and the second section of State highway relocation by 
April 1, 1951. 

During fiscal year 1952, the initial contracts on the Forest Service road reloca- 
tion and camp facilities will be completed, and large progress payments will be 
made on the other major contracts awarded during the preceding year. In 
addition, awards will be made and initial earnings accure on contracts for the 
remaining sections of State highway relocation to the Wyoming boundary, a second 
schedule of reservoir clearing, further acquisitions of_reservoir rights-of-way, and 
minor supporting items. Accomplishment of the scheduled program will require 
a fiscal year 1952 appropriation of $6,000,000. 


WeBER BASIN PrRosect, UTAH 


The total cost of the Weber Basin project is currently estimated at $69,534,000. 
There has been no change in this estimate since authorization of the project in 
1949. The total estimated cost is allocated as follows: Irrigation $40,234,000; 
municipal water $18,744,000, both of which are reimbursable; flood control 
$5,900,000; recreation $4,656,000 nonreimbursable. 

The Weber Basin project was authorized by Public Law 273, approved on 
August 29, 1949. In approving this law, the President directed that detailed 
information on allocation and repayment be secured and that other Government 
agencies be consulted on these matters. In accordance with the President’s 
stipulations, work on the project Definite Plan Report is being carried on to 
resolve the allocation and repayment problems, and a cooperative program with 
the Department of Agriculture and the Corps of Engineers has been established. 

The Weber Basin project, consisting of 100,000 acres of land which includes 
70,000 acres nonirrigated and 30,900 acres now only partially productive because 
of irrigation shortages, is located in north-central Utah. This area contains 
about one-fifth of Utah’s population. 

The purpose of this project is: (1) To develop the basin’s remaining surplus 
supply of water for irrigation and municipal needs; (2) to provide needed drainage 
outlets for the bottom lands; (3) to protect the area from flood damage; (4) to 
produce hydroelectric power for irrigation pumping requirements; (5) to increase 
the recreational opportunities; and (6) to improve the fish and wildlife resources 
of the area. The Weber Basin Water Conservancy District has been organized 
to negotiate with the Federal Government for the repayment of the reimbursable 
project costs. 
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During fiscal year 1951, preconstruction activities will be conducted and studies 
continued to obtain data to be used in the preparation of the first two volumes 
of the Definite Plan Report. 

The immediate goal of the fiscal year 1952 program is to complete the first 
two volumes of the Definite Plan Report by December. Upon the approval of 
the report, contracts will be awarded for the construction of the initial storage 
and conveyance facilities, and right-of-way negotiations will be effected. 

Accomplishment of the previously described program requires a fiscal year 1952 
appropriation of $1,225,000. 


YAKIMA PROJECT, WASHINGTON, KENNEWICK DIVISION 


The total cost of the Kennewick division of the Yakima project is currently 
estimated as $10,736,000. There has been no change in this estimate since 
authorization. 

The Kennewick division of the Yakima project will be situated directly above 
the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers in south-central Washington. 
The present authorization provides for a combined irrigation and power develop- 
ment designed to serve 20,961 acres, of which 16,693 acres are undeveloped range 
lands, and 4,268 acres are presently irrigated by pumping from the Columbia 
canal. Water will be available from existing Yakima project storage. The exist- 
ing Prosser diversion dam also will be utilized. 

The project plan provides for enlargement of headworks at Prosser diversion 
dam, enlargement of the first 2.3 miles of the existing Chardler power canal to a 
sapacity of 1,500 cubic feet per second and its lengthening by 8.3 miles to Chandler, 
construction of the Chandler pumping plant to lift 350 cubie feet per second of 
water a height of 103 feet through a pipeline across the Yakima River to a main 
canal which will then extend eastward 43 miles to reach the main block of irrigable 
lands adjoining the city of Kennewick, construction of lateral systems to serve the 
20,961 acres within the project area, and construction of the 12,000-kilowatt 
Chandler power plant and switchyard. ; 

“he Kennewick division was authorized by the act of June 12, 1948. However, 
funds made available for the division in fiseal years 1950 and 1951 have been 
limited to advance planning work only. Construction is scheduled to start in 
fiscal year 1952 to enable initial power generation in December 1958, initial 
irrigation service by March 1954, and completion by March 1955. 

Karly development is urgently needed because of the loss of approximately 
7,000 acres of irrigated land from the Kennewick irrigation district taken out of 
farming production for the loeation of the city of Richland. Richland is the 
administrative, business, and housing headquarters for the Hanford Engineering 
Works, a Government enterprise under the Atomic Energy Commission estab- 
lished for the production of plutonium. This displacement, together with the 
encroachment of urban population upon irrigated farm lands adjoining the city 
of Kennewick, has resulted in at least a 50 percent reduction in the supply of 
asparagus and soft fruits available for processing in local plants. Establishment 
of the Hanford Engineering Works has added approximately 50,000 people in 
the tricity community of Kennewick, Pasco and Richland, thereby creating a 
population center which, in itself, provides an excellent local consumer market 
for agricultural products. The Kennewick division will provide 375 new farm 
opportunities and its power facilities will, in a relative short time, contribute 
toward relieving the Northwest power shortage. 

During fiscal year 1951, advance planning funds (general investigations) will 
be used for completing classification and appraisal of project lands, completing 
economie studies, preparing and submitting a definite plan report, and completing 
repayment contract negotiations with the water users. Sufficient detailed 
engineering field surveys will be performed, and initiation of detailed designs and 
specifications accomplished, to permit awards early in fiscal year 1952 of contracts 
for the Chandler canal and for furnishing of pumping and generating equipment. 

In fiscal year 1952, construction will be promptly initiated with the award of 
contracts for the Chandler canal, pumps, turbines, and generators, followed by 
awards later in the year for additional canal construction, the Chandler power 
and pump house and other items, as required to meet the above and irrigation 
service dates. Accomplishment of the program as described will require a fiscal 
year 1952 appropriation of $1,674,000. 

The current total estimated cost of the Kennewick division of $10,736,000 is 
allocated as follows: Irrigation $7,219,384, power $2,716,593, and fish and wild- 
life $800,023. 
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Missourt River Basin ProsJect 
SARGENT UNIT, NEBRASKA 


The Bureau of Reclamation submitted the following information on the Sargent 
unit. The total cost of the unit is currently estimated to be $10,671,000. This 
cost is allocated as follows: Irrigation $8,520,000 and power $2,151,000. 

The Sargent unit includes features for the irrigation of about 16,340 acres of 
land located for the most part in the Middle Loup River Valley in Custer and 
Valley Counties, Nebr. A hydroelectric*plant is proposed having an installed 
capacity of 3,320 kilowatts. Construction is planned to start in fiscal year 1952 
and initial irrigation in fiscal year 1954. 

Local interests of the Sargent and Farwell units have formed the Loup Basin 
reclamation district which was recognized by the State of Nebraska on January 27, 
1950. The majority of landowners in those units are now requesting early con- 
s‘ruction as evidenced by their eagerness in supporting the formation of a reclama- 
tion (conservancy) district. 

During fiscal year 1951, major activities will include detailed surveys, right-of- 
way appraisals, and the preparation of preliminary designs and estimates for the 
Milburn diversion dam, Sargent and Lillian canals, and laterals and drains. 
The above estimates, with the results of engineering, economic, agricultural, and 
power studies, will support a definite plan report which will be prepared covering 
the Sargent unit. A repayment contract and water rights will be virtually 
cleared. 

The development of the Sargent unit will be accomplished in two stages. This 
two-stage construction program is necessary because the potential of the hydro- 
electric power plant planned for the unit cannot meet current economic criteria, 
First stage features, including the Milburn diversion dam, the Sargent canal 
(40 miles), the Sargent laterals and the Sargent surface drainage system, could 
be operated independently of any other development to provide irrigation service 
to approximately 13,600 acres of irrigable land. This first stage activity requires 
no storage reservoir for successful operation and will require a minimum of man- 
power and materials to bring it into operating condition. 

During fiscal year 1952, plans and specifications will be prepared, awards 
made, and construction started on Milburn diversion dam, Sargent canal and 
laterals, and a Government camp and utilities at Sargent. Basie and detailed 
investigations will be advanced for the Lillian canal, laterals, and drains. 
Accomplishment of the previously described program requires a fiscal year 1952 
appropriation of $1,227,000. 


LOWER MARIAS UNIT, MONTANA 


The Bureau of Reclamation submitted the following information on the Lower 
Marias unit of the Missouri River Basin project. The cost of the project is cur- 
rently estimated at $64,065,000. When originally authorized in 1944, the cost 
was estimated at $19,700,000. The increase in estimated cost is due to the 
increase in construction costs, which have approximately doubled since the time 
of authorization, and the greatly increased scope of the project. For example, 
the original authorization contemplated a reservoir of 915,000 acre-feet as com- 
pared to the 1,337,000 acre-feet storage in the present plan. The present plan 
also includes 2,000-kilowatt generating capacity and appurtenant structures 
which were not originally contemplated at Tiber Dam. The current estimated 
cost is allocated as follows: Irrigation $25,381,000, power $719,000, municipal 
water $7,167,000, flood control and navigation $3,698,000, fish and wildlife $45,000, 
recreation $55,000. 

The Lower Marias unit, in north central Montana, will utilize water from the 
Marias River to irrigate approximately 17,000 acres of dry-farm land. The 
principal water conservation and control structure of the unit will be Tiber Dam 
which will impound 1,337,000 acre-feet of water. About two-thirds of the 127,000 
acres proposed for irrigation will be irrigated directly by gravity canals. The 
remainder will be irrigated by two pumping plants from main canals. Power 
will be supplied to the pumping plants from the Fort Peck power plant. Included 
in the canal and distribution system for the project lands is a power drop of 
1,800-kilowatt capacity which will be utilized for seasonal pumping power and 
the intake tower and penstock will be constructed so as to provide for the future 
installation of a power plant of 2,000 kilowatts. 

The construction of the Marias unit has been scheduled so as to permit the 
initial delivery of irrigation water to about 12,000 acres of land in fiseal year 1957, 
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with the remaining acreage to be brought in at the rate of about 12,000 acres per 
year until fiscal year 1966 when construction will be practically completed. 

Funds available would be utilized to continue construction of the Government 
camp at Tiber Dam under existing contracts, to complete location surveys and 
assemble design data for the first sectién of the Marias canal, to continue the 
preliminary studies and investigations on the other irrigation facilities, and to 
initiate action for the acquisition of the necessary rights-of-way. 

A contract will be awarded for and construction started on Tiber Dam early 
in fiscal year 1952, and a major portion of the funds requested for that year will 
be required for earnings under that contract and necessary supporting contracts. 
Work will be started on the relocation of existing facilities in the reservoir area 
and right-of-way acquisition will be continued. The preparation of designs for 
the first section of Marias canal will be initiated and final location surveys for the 
second section will be continued. The temporary Government camp at Tiber 
Dam will be completed except for minor facilities. Accomplishment of the sched- 
uled program will require a fiscal year 1952 appropriation of $5,000,000. 


JAMESTOWN UNIT, NORTH DAKOTA 


The Bureau of Reclamation submitted the following information on the James- 
town unit. The current estimate of total cost is $10,749,000. When originally 
authorized in 1944, the cost was estimated to be $6,984,000. This increase is 
attributable to the rise in construction prices which have nearly doubled during 
this period. 

Jamestown Dam, the principal feature of the Jamestown unit, is a multipurpose 
dam which will provide badly needed flood contro! along the James River and 
storage capacity for the impoundment of return irrigation flow from the Crosby- 
Mohall area for diversion to the Jamestown unit lands, as well as 30,000 acres of 
irrigable land in the Oakes unit. Irrigation water will be delivered to the land 
of the Jamestown unit by means of a pumping plant at Jamestown Reservoir and 
a canal and lateral system. In order to realize the flood-control benefits at an 
early date, construction is scheduled to be initiated in fiscal year 1953. 

During fiscal year 1951, reconnaissance investigations will be undertaken on 
the 300,000 acres of potential irrigable land, to identify those areas susceptible 
to irrigation development. Semidetailed land classification will be completed on 
areas selected for development. Municipal and pollution abatement surveys and 
studies on economics, settlement, and land use will be under way. Work on the 
definite plan report will be continued, with flood-control storage requirements 
being furnished by the Corps of Engineers. 

The fiscal year 1952 program will consist of land classification surveys, prepa- 
ration of designs for irrigation facilities, the dam and reservoir, Government 
camp, and access road. Operational studies for Jamestown Reservoir and volume 
I of the definite plan report will be completed and construction specifications 
prepared. A construction contract for the Jamestown Dam will be awarded late 
in the fiscal year. Accomplishment of this program requires a fiscal year 1952 
appropriation of $875,000. 


OWL CREEK UNIT, WYOMING 


The Bureau of Reclamation submitted the following information on the Owl 
Creek unit. The total cost of the project is currently estimated at $3,446,000. 
When originally authorized in December 1944, the cost was estimated to be 
$1,138,000. This increase in cost is attributable to the rise in construction prices 
which have approximately doubled during this period. The current cost is 
allocated as follows: Irrigation $3,406,000, flood control and navigation $37,000, 
and recreation $3,000. 

The Owl Creek unit in north central Wyoming will provide a supplemental 
water supply for 17,113 acres of irrigated land along Owl Creek by means of 
controlled releases from Anchor Dam, augmented by pumping from the Big Horn 
River to supply 4,421 acres of the Lucerne area. This will require construction 
of a pumping plant on the Big Horn River, a relift pumping plant, and 3.2 miles 
of relift canal in addition to the rehabilitation of the present Lucerne low lift 
canal. Construction is scheduled to achieve completion of Anchor Dam by the 
end of fiscal year 1953, with water to be available for irrigation late in the same 
fiscal year. 

The total estimated cost of this unit has been decreased from $3,566,000 to 
$3,446,000 due primarily to the availability of more accurate engineering data on 
which to base the estimate. 
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During fiscal year 1951, the final designs and specifications will be completed 
for and construction initiated on Anchor Dam and the Government camp. Final 
designs will also be completed for the pumping plants, canals, and laterals; a 
contract will be awarded for the pumping plants, canals, and laterals; a contract 
will be awarded for the pumps, prime Movers, and related equipment; and con- 
struction will be initiated on construction of the canal system, including the 
rehabilitation of the existing Lucerne canal. All necessary rights-of-way will be 
acquired. 

In fiseal year 1952 construction of Anchor Dam will be continued, and con- 
struction of the pumping plants, canals, and laterals as well as the rehabilitation of 
Lucerne canal will be completed. Drainage investigations and farm unit develop- 
ment work will be continued. Accomplishment of this program requires a fiscal 
year 1952 appropriation of $1,461,376. This amount was requested from the 
Bureau of the Budget as shown on page 414 (May 17, 1951) of the Senate hearings 
for fiscal year 1952, but no funds were allowed. 

With carry-over funds available, $875,000, would be required to initiate con- 
struction of Anchor Dam in fiscal vear 1952. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
Lyons SUBSTATION 
SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 
(See pp. 1272, 1280) 


Senator Haypen. Senator Cordon has asked that I place in the 
record a statement from Mr. George Tate, representing the Benton- 
Lincoln Electric Cooperative, with reference to the Lyons substation. 

It is my understanding that the item for this substation is contained 
in a supplemental budget estimate for the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration, the justification for which has heretofore been placed in the 
record, 

Mr. Tate’s statement will go into the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE TATE, REPRESENTING BENTON-LINCOLN ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE 


My name is George Tate. I am a former president of the Benton-Lincoln 
Electric Cooperative and am representing the cooperative in support of the con- 
struction of a substation at Lyons, Oreg., to provide service to the north Santiam 
Valley. 

The north Santiam Valley is one of the fastest growing areas in Oregon. It 
includes the communities of Aumsville, Stayton, Mill City, Gates, Sublimity, 
Mehama, Shelburn, Scio, and Jordan. In this area there are approximately 4,000 
customers for electric service of all types, and loads are expanding so rapidly 
as to exceed the capacity of the present power facilities. The activities in the 
valley are principally timber, timber products, and agriculture. 

The area is served in part by two power distributors—the Benton-Lincoln Elec- 
trie Cooperative and the Mountain States Power Co. The Benton-Lincoln Electric 
Cooperative serves part of the area by means of its 12,500-volt distribution system 
from the Bonneville Power Administration's Lebanon substation and also has 
a point of delivery at Scio by transfer over the 66,000-volt facility of the Moun- 
tain States Power Co., but this point of transfer is limited by the company to 
300 kilowatts and the cooperative’s load that is dependent upon that connection 
has already reached, and is exceeding, that figure. 

It is my understanding that the Mountain States Power Co. plans to extend 
their 66-kilovolt transmission line from Scio to Stayton. However, unless the 
proposed Lyons substation of Bonneville is installed, providing a new point of 
delivery to the Mountain States Power Co., it will be further necessary for the 
company to extend this line from Stayton to Mill City with transformation 
facilities at Mill City, and also to make a 66-kilovolt connection between Talbot 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 2101 


and the company’s proposed Scio-Stayton transmission line. However, with 
loads increasing in the area, even this additional construction will not provide 
adequate service because power must travel so far over the comparatively low- 
voltage lines that losses become excessive and voltage regulation extremely 
unsatisfactory. 

The same is true of the cooperative’s electric distribution system. With in- 
creasing loads, the new point of delivery is required if adequate service is to be 
provided. 

The most workable solution to the problem is installation of the Bonneville 
Power Administration’s proposed substation at Lyons. This, I understand, will 
be a 20,000-kilovolt-ampere, 220-14.4/25-kilovolt substation. Lyons is about in 
the center of the major load increases and the substation would, therefore, 
permit service to both the cooperative and the Mountain States Power Co., thus 
permitting better service to both systems. It would also obviate the need for much 
of the Mountain States Power Co.'s construction as outlined above, thus saving 
much critical material involved in the construction of approximately 30 miles 
of 66-kilovolt line and the associated step-down transformation facilities. It 
would obviate the large power losses and provide for adequate voltage to serve 
all of the customers of the area. It would permit the cooperative to support its 
own service now dependent upon the 300-kilowatt interconnection with the Moun- 
tain States Power Co. at Scio. 

We have recently been informed that several new timber-producing plants are 
planned for this immediate area. This is typical of the phenomenal load in- 
creases that are occurring and which demonstrate the pressing need for the 
proposed substation. We estimate that approximately 15,000 kilowatts of load 
can be served from the substation immediately upon its energization, as proposed, 
in the fall of 1953, with the load reaching the installed capacity of the substa- 
tion by 1955. 

The Benton-Lincoln Electric Cooperative strongly supports this request for 
funds and we earnestly urge that your committee include this item in the 1952 
fiscal year program of the Bonneville Power Administration. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


LETTER FROM FISH AND GAME COMMISSIONER OF NEW HAMPSHIRE TO 
SENATOR BRIDGES 


Senator Haypen. Senator Bridges has submitted for committee con- 
sideration a letter he has received from Mr. Ralph G. Carpenter 2d, 
fish and game commissioner for the State of New Hampshire. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


STATE OF NEw HAMPSHIRE, 
FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT, 
Concord, May 28, 1951. 
Hon. StyLes BrIpGEs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sryies: I understand that the House has struck out of the appropria- 
tions for the Fish and Wildlife Service a large portion of the requested appro- 
priation for fisheries research authorized by Public Law 730 (the combined 
Herter, Bonner, Bland bill). 

While recognizing the priority of defense appropriations, research to maintain 
the supply of food fish is important, too, in the national economy in the current 
emergency and it is the hope of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commis- 
sion that the Senate may restore the funds cut out by the House, in part, if not 
in whole. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ratpu G. CARPENTER 2d, Director. 


&3686—51—pt. 2 56 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


STATEMENT BY PUBLIC SERVICE CO. OF COLORADO RELATIVE TO SAN LUIS 
VALLEY OF COLORADO TRANSMISSION LINE 


(See p. 1673.) 


RIO GRANDE PROJECT, N. MEX.-TEX. 


Senator Haypen. When Mr. J. E. Loiseau, president of the Public 
Service Co. of Colorado testified here on May 30, he was asked certain 
questions on legal aspects relative to construction of transmission lines. 
He has filed a supplemental statement which shall be made part of the 
record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENT TO STATEMENT BY PusBLIC SERVICE Co. oF CoLorapo, RE BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION TRANSMISSION LINE TO SAN LUIS VALLEY OF COLORADO FROM 
PLAINS ELECTRIC GENERATING COOPERATIVE 


In addition to the objections to the construction of the proposed Espanola 
San Luis Valley transmission line as set forth in the original statement of Public 
Service Co. of Colorado, filed herein in connection wth the testmony of J. E. 
Loiseau, president of the company, we also desire to call to the attention of the 
committee the illegality of this proposed construction. The transmission line to 
be constructed is from a steam plant to be built by the Plains Electric Generating 
Cooperative, a New Mexico nonprofit corporation to the San Luis Valley in 
Colorado presumably from the nearest point of interconnection which we are 
assuming for lack of more particularities to be from Taos, N. Mex., to Alomosa 
or Monte Vista in the San Luis Valley of Colorado. 

The plant.to be constructed by the Plains Cooperative Association is to be a 
steam plant having no connection with any reclamation project of the United 
States. It will be owned, operated, maintained, and controlled by a privately 
owned utility, to wit: the membership of the cooperative association. The plant 
will not be under the jurisdiction or control of any Federal agency other than 
such control as may be exerted over the expenditure of funds of the cooperative 
by the Rural Electrification Administration. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has no interest, financial or otherwise, in the 
steam plant to be constructed at Espanola. It is not a part of a reclamation 
project and has no relation to the general purposes and objects of reclamation. 
We understand that the plan is for the Bureau to construct the proposed trans- 
mission line with funds to be obtained by the appropriation under discussion 
and then the Bureau will lease the transmission line to the Plains Co-op. 

It is respectfully submitted that this plan has no parallel and goes far beyond 
any concept of the power and authority of the Bureau of Reclamation to con- 
struct electric facilities under any law of the United States. All of the acts of 
Congress dealing with reclamation have been fundamentally directed to the 
reclaiming of the arid lands of the West by providing water for irrigation. It 
is only in relatively recent years that the Congress has appropriated funds for 
ihe construction of hydroelectric generating and transmission facilities for the 
Bureau of Reclamation. And in such cases only when such use was incidental 
to the primary purpose of providing water for irrigation. 

We know of no instance where the Congress has directly or indirectly appro- 
priated funds to the Pureau for the construction of electric transmission facili- 
ties where such construction was entirely disconnected with any reclamation 
project of the United States. We understand that the appropriation is being 
sought at this time upon the ground that at some future date the proposed facili- 
ies may become integrated with some irrigation project hereafter to be author- 
ized and constructed br the Bureau of Reclamation. This is akin to the tail 
wagging the dog, i. e., constructing transmission lines in advance of constructing 
the plant for the generation of the power to be transmitted. 
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It is respectfully submitted that any appropriation made by the Congress for 
the purposes sought for the construction of the proposed transmission line under 
discussion would be uniawful for the following reasons: 

(1) There is no provision under the reclamation law as amended or any gen- 
eral or special statute authorizing or permitting the Bureau of Reclamation to 
construct transmission lines when such lines do not comprise a part of a reclama- 
tion project which has been authorized by Congress. 

‘ (2) The proposed construction by the Bureau of Reclamation of the trans- 
mission line under consideration would constitute a direct violation and breach 
of its contract with Public Service Co. of Colorado dated August 18, 1950, 
generally referred to as the wheeling agreement between the United States 
and the company. 

It is fundamental that in the construction of statutes dealing with the powers 
granted governmental agencies that a strict interpretation be applied in deter- 
mining the extent of the authority granted, Philadelphia Company vy. Stimson 
(223 U.S. 605, 32 Sup. Ct. 340) ; Walla Walla v. Walla Walla Water Company (172 
U. 8S. 119, Sup. Ct. 77) ; City of Norton v. Lowden et al. (84. F. 2d 663) ; Kansas 
Gas and Electric Company vy. City of Independence (79 F. 2d 32); Arkansas- 
Missouri Power Company v. Kennett (78 F. 2d 911); City of Campbell, Missouri, 
vy. Arkansas-Missouri Power Company (55 F. 2d 560); Mountain States Power 
Company v. City of Forsyth et al. (41 F. Supp. 389) ; Creech v. South Carolina 
Public Service Authority et al. (200 $S. C. 127, 20 S. E. 2d 645); Whipps v. 
Town of Greybull (56 Wyo, 365, 109 P. 2d 805); Alabama Power Company v. 
City of Scottsboro (238 Ala. 230, 190 So. 412); Bartlesville Electric Light and 
Power Company vy. Bartlesville Interurban Railroad Company (26 Okla. 453, 
109 Pac. 228); Keen v. Mayor of Waycross (101 Ga. 588, 29 S. E. 42). 

Typical of the principal announced in these cases is the following from Creech 
v. South Carolina Public Service Authority. 

“The authority is a public corporation in the nature of a municipal corpora- 
tion exercising certain governmental functions as an agency of the State. As 
such the powers conferred are to be strictly construed and any fair, substantial, 
and reasonable doubt concerning the existence of any power or any ambiguity 
under the statute upon which the assertion of such power rests is to be resolved 
against the corporation and the power denied.” 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 contains no express authorization for the con- 
struction by the Bureau of Reclamation of either electric generating or trans- 
mitting facilities, and therefore, of course, cannot be relied upon as containing 
any authorization for the type of a project we are discussing. The first act of 
Congress (34 Stat.) was enacted in 1906 and authorized the Secretary of the 
Interior to lease for a period not exceeding 10 years any surplus power privi- 
leges in connection with a project and the money thus obtained from the lease 
was to be credited for the benefit of the project. 

The next act was the act of 1911 (43 Stat. 523, Ch. 141, see. 1, adopted in 
1911). It authorized the Secretary of the Interior to contract with irrigation 
systems to carry excess water stored in United States projects. In 1911 the 
foregoing chapter and section was amended (36 Stat. 930, ch. 155, see. 1) by 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to make leases of power to be 
developed in connection with the Rio Grande project for a period not in excess of 
50 years. 

In 1920 (41 Stat. 451), the act was further amended by authorizing the saie 
by the United States of water from its irrigation projects for purposes other 
than irrigation. 

In 1939, the original Reclamation Act, together with intervening amendments 
which we have referred to, was amended (538 Stat. 1187, ch. 418, see. 9), and 
among other things provided, 

“Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the 
Secretary in connection with the operation of any project or division of a 
project, shall be for such periods, not to exceed forty years, and at such 
rates as in his judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to 
cover an appropriate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, 
interest on a appropriate share of the construction investment at not less 
than 3 per centum per annum, and such other fixed charges as the Secretary 
deems proper.” 
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The provisions of the act limit, of course, the sale of electric power to power 
available from a reclamation project. The provisions relating to condemna- 
tion (sec. 14) are limited to the construction of irrigation projects. The last 
and final amendment to the act insofar as it affects the question we are dis- 
cussing was in 1940 (34 Stat. 1119, ch. 861, sec. 9), authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into contracts for furnishing municipal or miscellaneous 
water supplies and expressly provided “that no contract relating to a water 
supply for municipal or miscellaneous purposes, or to electric power, shall be 
made unless, in the judgment of the Secretary, it will not impair the efficiency 
of the project for irrigation purposes.” 

The whole concept of the development of power projects by the Bureau of 
Reclamation has been relegated to the secondary, the primary purpose being 
irrigation. We have been unable to find any provision of any of the acts dealing 
with the powers and authority of the Bureau of Reclamation which can be 
directly or by necessary implication construed to include the power to construct 
an electric transmission line when such transmission line is wholly disconnected 
and does not form any part of an irrigation project authorized to be constructed 
by the Bureau by Congress. 

We have not undertaken in this brief discussion to discuss the basie consti- 
tutional objections to any claimed or asserted authority upon the part of the 
Bureau to construct such a line as is here proposed as we believe that manifestly 
there is no power or authority, expressed or implied, in any of the enactments 
of Congress referred to, and therefore the question of whether or not Congress 
could authorize the Bureau to construct such a line is not discussed. 

Both the Senate and the House and more particularly the Subcommittee on 
Interior Appropriations of the Senate have in the past several years definitely 
signified a policy of attempting to bring about so-called wheeling contracts 
where possible, between the Bureau and the private utilities affected, thus elimi 
nating parallel lines and thus affecting substantial savings to the taxpayers as 
well as furthering the conservation of strategie material. 

This avowed policy of Congress cannot at this late date be questioned. The 
Publie Service Co. of Colorado and the Bureau of Reclamation entered into 
negotiations looking toward such an agreement almost contemporaneously with 
the annountement by members of the Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations 
of this policy. 

These negotiations resulted in the execution by the company and the Bureau 
of a wheeling contract on August 18, 1950. Among other areas in the State of 
Colorado covered by this agreement is the San Luis Valley located in southern 
Colorado and adjoining the State of New Mexico. The company entered into 
this contract in good faith and in full reliance upon the covenants, terms, and 
conditions contained therein, believing that the ultimate purpose to be attained 
by the contract was the elimination of parallel transmission lines to be con 
structed by the Bureau into territory served by the company. 

The company has undertaken to comply with its obligations under the agree 
ment by making available adequate power within the territory to be served. 
including the San Luis Valley. Within a period of less than 1 year after the 
execution of the agreement the Bureau of Reclamation (so we understand) is 
proposing the construction of a transmission line from Espanola, N. Mex., into 
the San Luis Valley of Colorado which will, to all intents and purposes, paralle! 
the facilities of the company and duplicate the service presently rendered by the 
company and by the Bureau under the wheeling agreement within the valley. 

In our opinion this proposed action constitutes a direct and specific violation 
of the terms, conditions, and provisions of the agreement and should not be 
sanctioned by the committee. If the expressed policy of the Congress is to be 
thwarted in such a manner, then it is submitted Congress should take such 
meusures as will hereafter prevent the Bureau from procuring from a private 
utility the execution of a wheeling agreement and thereafter rendering such 
an agreement a nullity by constructing a competing and unnecessary duplicating 
line into the very territory and area covered by the wheeling agreement. 

We helieve the statement of this principle is sufficient without the citation of 
authority to support it. It is fundamental that governmenal agencies, including 
agencies of the United States in the performance of proprietary functions as 
distinguished from governmental functions, are subject to the same laws and 
rules relating to contracts as are individuals under similar circumstances. The 
Government has no greater or different rights than the individual under such 
circumstances, 
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The fact that one contracting party is the Government affords no prerogative 
to permit it to repudiate its contract. 

We believe that if the Bureau of Reclamation proceeds with the construction 
of the proposed line into Colorado and into the service area of Public Service 
Co. of Colorado covered by its wheeling agreement with the Government, such 
action will be in direct violation of the contract and would in a proper case 
be promptly enjoined in a proper proceeding. 


KEATING AMENDMENT 


Senator Haypen. Mr. William L. Thompson, Sidney, Mont., and 
Mr. Donald G. Nutter, also of Sidney, Mont., were present and hoped 
to testify. They had to leave and requested that their statements be 
included in the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L, THOMPSON, StpNEY, MONT., REPRESENTING THE SIDNEY 
(MON?v.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


We are faced with an unhealthy condition in our area—eastern Montana, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming—in that we are entirely dependent 
upon agriculture. As a result of this condition, the population of the area is 
either decreasing or merely holding its own as compared with a Nation-wide 
increase of 14] percent during the past 10 years. 

The solution to this probiem is industrialization, which is dependent upon the 
availability of low-cost power. We are not concerned as to the source of this 
low-cost power—whether it be Federal or furnished by public utilities. The 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. has indicated that they are not willing to supply 
facilities for our area. Therefore, it falls upon the Bureau of Reclamation to 
construct transmission lines which would be advantageous to us. 

We have an industry at the present time that is very much interested in locat- 
ing in our area, and their decision depends on the availability of adequate power. 
A contract has been let for the construction of a transmission line from Williston, 
N. Dak., to Glendive, Mont., which will definitely answer our needs. Construction 
is to begin August 1, 1951. It will be impossible for the contractor to move onto 
the job until that date. Therefore, we are opposed to the wording of the 
Keating amendment to the House appropriation bill H. R. 3790. 

We urge that you give serious consideration to our problem in eastern Montana. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD G. Nutrer, SIDNEY, Mont., REPRESENTING THE SIDNEY 
(Monvt.) CAMBER OF COMMERCE 


We are interested in seeing power made available for the industrial develop- 
ment of our area and State. It would be fine if private industry could and would 
supply such power, but we do not want industrialization retarded by the failure 
of either Government or private power to satisfy this need. 

In our particular area, the Bureau of Reclamation Williston-Glendive line 
would provide power for an industrial development. It is my understanding that 
the Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., the private power supplier in eastern Montana, 
is not opposed to the Bureau line. Therefore, I believe that in this case and in 
similar cases where industrial development is dependent upon power being made 
available, if the private utility company cannot meet this demand, the Govern- 
ment should provide such power and transmission lines, 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Artruur V. WArKINS 


Senator Haypen. Senator Watkins desired to testify further before 
the committee but was unable to be present at this time. He has re- 
quested that his prepared statement on Department of Interior appro- 
priations be made part of the record at this point. 
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(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARTHUR V, WATKINS 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: I appreciate the opportunity of sub- 
mitting this statement for the record in connection with the Interior Department 
Appropriation bill for 1952. I recognize the need for economy in our govern- 
mental operations. However, in certain instances I feel that the House failed 
to understand the close relationship between our defense program and the 
budgetary needs of some of the Bureaus in the Interior Department. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Management of lands and resources.—The House cut the appropriation for 
this Bureau under management of lands and resources classification considerably 
below that necessary for the Bureau to do an efficient and capable job of manag- 
ing the lands and resources of our Western public-land States Utah is one of 
the public-land States with nearly half of the total area of the State under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management. The livestock industry is one 
of the most important in the State of Utah, and that industry is based on the 
proper maintenance of the public lands. From a defense standpoint the live- 
stock industry is important. The food it produces is a vital factor in the 
emergency program. There are nearly 24,000,000 acres of land in Utah and all 
but about 300,000 are in grazing districts. 

In addition to the livestock industry, there have recently been made several 
substantial discoveries of oil and gas on the public lands within the State of 
Utah. With the defense needs of the present emergency, the metal and coal 
mining industries within the State continue to play an important part in the 
economy. 

In addition, we still have many applications by individuals seeking to home- 
stead on the public domain. 

All these uses must be considered and wisely administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

Under the provisions for lease and disposal of land and mineral resources, the 
amount of the cut for land-office operation is about $67,000 under 1951. This cut 
will have to be distributed among the 16 offices, and the Salt Lake Land Office 
will take its proportionate cut. 

The business in the Salt Lake office has increased tremendously within the 
last 4 years. Oil and gas leases particularly have increased more than 900 
percent since 1945. With a shortage of help in the office the various applications 
for oil and gas leases or mineral leases are not processed as rapidly as they 
should be. In fact, I am informed that the Salt Lake office is approximately 10 
months behind in processing some of its applications. This situation does not 
work to the detriment only of private industry and private individuals; it also 
has a very detrimental effect on State and Federal revenues. For example, if 
leases could be issued on the more than 2,000 applications pending as of May 1, 
1951, in the Salt Lake office, the State’s school and public-road funds could be 
increased by about $188,000. In addition, the reclamation fund expendable in 
Utah would be increased by approximately $268,000. The Federal Government 
would have saved the treasury $50,000. In other Western States situations are 
similar. 

It seems to me to be penny-wise and pound-foolish to attempt to make a sav- 
ings in this item of land-office operation when the collection from the thousands 
of oil and gas leases in Utah as well as the other Western States would add many- 
fold to the Federal and State treasuries over the actual amount of paper savings. 

I therefore suggest that this item be increased to the full amount of $7,850,000. 
I have received numerous letters from people in my State who are endeavoring 
to secure homesteads on the public domain. They have waited in excess of 18 
months for the processing of their application. This last year while I was in 
Utah I had an opportunity to visit the land office and note its tremendous work- 
load. I noticed that they were far behind in their processing of applications and 
in making the actual physical field examination as to relative values and usages 
for the land. Much of this backlog could be caught up by a small increase in 
the appropriation. I therefore ask that the committee restore the full amount 
requested by the budget. 

The Bureau of Land Management, of course, is charged with the responsibility 
of administering the grazing land. Last year the Bureau of Land Management 
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put into effect the Nicholson plan. The cooperation of the various cattle and 
sheep associations was received, with the understanding that there would be an 
increase in the grazing fee from 8 to 12 cents, and that the grazing employees 
in the various districts would be increased to conform with the Nicholson plan. 

The request of the Bureau was for $1,475,600. This would only meet the com- 
mitments which had been made by the Government agents in connection with the 
Nicholson plan. The House cut this request to $1,210,000, which means that we 
are not keeping faith with our stockmen as to the promises we made when we 
increased the range fee from 8 to 12 cents. The average area supervised by the 
managers in Utah is approximately 4,184 square miles, or 2,678,000 acres. These 
men must make range surveys, allot range to the various users, issue term per- 
mits, insure the proper use, make improvements, and protect the land from tres- 
pass. The job is just too big for the limited number of men we have employed. 

I want to spend a few minutes on the spread of the poisonous range plant, 
halogeten. This has become a very serious problem in our western range area 
Most of the Taylor grazing land under the Bureau of Land Management's con- 
trol is arid and semiarid. Very little vegetation is available. It is in these 
areas that the weed halogeten makes important headway. The best control meas- 
ures apparently are reseeding. Where the grass is plentiful, the weed halogeten 
is not able to compete with the range grass for moisture and thereby dies out. 
If the Bureau of Land Management is not given sufficient funds to do an efficient 
reseeding job, many of the areas that have become infested will have to be 
abandoned. This will mean a tremendous loss, not only in food necessary in the 
defense effort in the United States through the loss of cattle which normally would 
graze in the area, but it also would be an economic loss to the individuals who are 
dependent upon this range for their livelihood. 

Cadastral survey.—The next item I am particularly interested in has to do with 
cadastral surveys. A very drastic cut was inflicted by the House on this item 
in the amount of $294,300. 

In Utah there are several hundred square miles of unsurveyed land. This ares 
is being explored for oil and gas. Applications have been made on some of this 
ground. The State of Utah is anxious that this land be surveyed in order that 
the public schools can enjoy the revenue which would be available from the one- 
ninth part which belongs to the State. In addition, without the actual survey 
of the property, no leases for any of the oil or gas applications and other mineral 
claims may be granted. I urge the committee to restore in full the amount of 
the budget request of $804,300 for cadastral survey. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


The next item to which I wish to eall attention is the provision for the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, I wish to call the committee’s attention to the provisions of 
Public Law 474 of the Eighty-first Congress. This is known as the Navajo-Hopi 
rehabilitation bill. The Congress authorized $88™% million for rehabilitating the 
Navajo and Hopi Indians over a 10-year period. Last year the Congress approved 
approximately 10 percent of this amount for the first year’s activity under this 
program. This year, however, the House approved but $4,521,500 for fiscal 1952. 
This amount is less than half of what is needed to comply with the program 
outlined in Public Law 474. I urge this committee to reinstate the full amount of 
$5,640,000, or 10 percent of the $88,000,000 authorized over the 10-year period. 

I recognize the importance of conserving and retrenching during this period of 
national emergency. However, the President has requested a budget of $814 
billion for foreign aid. Part of this is a military program but by far the largest 
part of it is for a foreign economic-aid program. It is my contention that our 
first responsibility is to our own citizens. I am serving notice now that I am 
going to vote to cut the foreign-aid programs by the equivalent amount necessary 
to take care of the commitments we have to our native Americans. 

Let me cite some of the problems the Indians are faced with. It is estimated 
that 40 percent of the Indians now living on reservations must leave the reserva- 
tions, even if the resources on the reservations are fully developed. The reserva- 
tions under a full development program can support at a decent level 60 percent 
of the Indians now living thereon. If more than 60 percent stay, however, they 
will be faced with a low standard of living and it will necessitate a subsidy con- 
stantly from the Federal Government to insure their adequate living standards. 
Our eventual purpose is to completely emancipate the Indians and dissolve the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. To do this a relocation program must be followed out 
and education must be our first consideration. 
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The attached table gives a graphic picture of the status of the education of 
the Indian children. It will be noted there are approximately 100,000 Indians 
of school age in the United States. I call attention to subsection (c) under 
numeral 1 which shows there are approximately 18,500 Indians of school age 
not going to school in the United States. By far the largest number of these are 
Navajo Indian children, of whom approximately 12,000 out of a possible 24,000 
are not in school. 

The Intermountain Indian School at Brigham City, formerly the Bushnell 
Army Hospital, has been converted to an Indian boarding school. Operating at 
full capacity it could accommodate 2,150 students. It is my understanding that 
the school is ready to operate at full capacity during 1952. However, it is my 
understanding also that the school is only budgeted for 2,000 pupils. Most of 
the pupils attending this school come from the Navajo Indian Reservation. It is 
our responsibility and obligation under the Navajo treaty to educate these Indian 
children. It seems to me an utter waste of facilities to fail to use this school 
to its Maximum potential. Especially is this the case when there are 12,000 
Indian children still running in the brush on the Navajo Reservation. 

There are more children who desire to go to school than there are facilities 
to take care of them. I urge that this committee increase the appropriation for 
operating the Intermountain Indian School at Brigham City, Utah, by $144,750 
during fiscal 1952 so that this school may be operated to capacity. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has scheduled a relocation program, recognizing 
that approximately 170,000 people must be removed from reservations. A budget 
request of $1,644,800 for fiscal 1952 was cut by the House to $1,279,046. It seems 
to me the proposal of the Indian Bureau should be supported by the entire Con- 
gress. The House Subcommittee on the Interior Department Appropriation 
recently reported on page 246, “In general terms, the effectiveness of the man- 
agement of the Bureau may be evaluated by the single statement that although 
the Bureau has for many years given lip service to the principle, that its activities 
were pointed toward the eventual withdrawal of Federal supervision over Indian 
activities, the accomplishments have been nil.” It seems to me that certain 
specific suggestions in connection with the funds for relocation should be ad- 
dressed to the Bureau of Indian Affairs in connection with cited report of the 
House subcommittee. 

For example, the Bureau might be requested to point out what activity be- 
sides the relocation program is pointed toward the eventual withdrawal of 
Federal supervision over Indian activities. 

It is my feeling that appropriation measures for the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
should be so drawn in terms of funds made available as to see to it that the 
activities of the Bureau are pointed toward the eventual withdrawal of Federal 
supervision over Indian activities. Funds which tend to perpetuate Indian 
Bureau meddling in the more or less personal activities should be stricken. 
I cannot at the moment point to specific items, but I believe that the desired end 
might be accomplished if the Indian Bureau were required to submit a state- 
ment showing which specific activities which were handled by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs as of July 1, 1950, or some other fixed date not too far in the 
past, are now being handled by the Indians themselves or by agencies of State 
or local government. 

The Indian Bureau has requested $180,625 to supplement the boarding-school 
enrollment program which is overcrowded at the present time. This provision 
should be granted to alleviate this overcrowded situation. 

A request for replacement of transportation equipment has also been requested 
in the amount of $287,943. I urge that this amount be made available. Let's 
think more about the poverty of the American Indian than point 4 for the 
Hottentots. 

I have been informed that a protest along the following lines was filed with 
the Secretary of the Interior on June 16, 1950: 

“Reports from the Blackfeet Reservation indicate Area Director Fickinger 
circulating mimeographed materials among the voters calculated to influence 
votes against certain candidates and referendum proposals at tribal elections 
next week. Would appreciate your advising whether these reports are true 
and what departmental policy is on employee efforts to influence Indian voting.” 

I urgently recommend that the committee make a determined effort to deter- 
mine whether the employee named or any other employees of the Indian 
Bureau, who are paid from appropriated funds, circulated material among 
voters or otherwise interfered in the June 1950 Blackfeet tribal election. I 
suggest that the committee incorporate in the appropriations bill some sort of 
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precautionary provisions which will guarantee that appropriated money is not 
used for the kind of activities complained of. 

I am informed that a representative of the Ogalala-Sioux Tribe of the Pine 
Ridge Reservation, S. Dak., testified before the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee on February 28, 1951, that after his Tribal Council had ventured to 
criticize what it considered wasteful expenditures by the Indian Bureau on 
the Pine Ridge Reservation, an employee of the Indian Bureau said: 

“If you people down there don’t change your mind and don’t change your 
attitude, we are going to take all this credit away from you.” 

That statement appears at page 1243 of the hearings of the House Subcom- 
mittee on Interior Appropriations. 

I believe the committee would not be wasting its time if it inquired into the 
matter complained of, 

The current Interior Department appropriations bill as passed by the House 
of Representatives, H. R. 3790, authorizes appropriations to the Indian Bureau 
totaling $71,425,000 and directs the Secretary of the Interior to spend not 
more than $65,000,000 under such authorizations, leaving to the Department of 
the Interior—and I quote: “Complete flexibility to allocate the funds for the 
most essential purposes.” 

This information is derived from House Committee Report No. 339 of April 
20, 1951, page 6. 

I wish to suggest to the committee that the power of complete flexibility in 
the allocation of funds can lead to abuses by those in control of the funds. It 
is conceivable and entirely possible that funds can be withheld in the exercise 
of this complete flexibility or can be dispensed in some manner as to punish 
or otherwise discipline Indians who incur the disfavor of the Department of 
the Interior, 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The next item of interest to the people of the State of Utah is the Bureau of 
Reclamation budget. The budget request for the Provo River project in Utah 
was $2,748,000. The House cut this to $2,091,800. I urge the restoration of the 
requested amount. 

This project has been under construction for many years. It was delayed 
during the Second World War. The heaviest populated and industrial area of 
the State comprising Salt Lake City and Provo is dependent on an ample water 
supply which this project will furnish. The beneficiaries of this project at the 
present time are saddled with a yearly cost of approximately 40,000 for mainte- 
nance and upkeep pending the completion. They are spending this much money 
without getting any actual benefits. No repayments can be made to the United 
States under the contracts until the project can be completed. We should ap- 
prove the full amount of the budget request in order to get the project com- 
pleted just as soon as possible. The House cut would delay completion another 
year. 

In addition, I further urge the committee to consider the testimony given by 
the mayor of Ogden City, Utah, by Mr. Fjeldsted, the secretary-manager of the 
Weber Basin water consérvancy district; by my colleague, Senator Bennett, 
and myself on June 4 regarding the urgency and necessity from a defense 
standpoint of beginning construction on the initial phase of the Weber Basin 


project. I urge the inclusion of $1,225,000 for this purpose. 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


The final item I wish to discuss is the budget of the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. For some time there has been great interest in the establishment of a 
Rocky Mountain fishery research laboratory. <A relatively minor appropria- 
tion in the amount of $250,000 the first year, for fiscal 1952, would establish 
the Rocky Mountain fishery laboratory, and the continuing appropriation would 
be but $150,000. The benefits to be derived from this small expenditure would 
be manyfold. The Forest Service, the National Park Service, the Indian Bureau. 
and other Federal agencies have custody of practically all of the lakes and 
Streams worth millions of dollars in recreational yalue. Mast of the States in 
the Rocky Mountain area have requested Federal assistance in solving their 
fishery problems. The speed-up in the proposed multiple-purpose projects on 
the major streams in the intermountain-Rocky Mountain area will necessitate 
trained personnel to solve the many problems which will result from these 
projects. 





2110 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Data re education of Indian children 


. All Indian children of school age in the United States (approxi- 
mately ) 100, 500 
A. In Federal schools, boarding and day 32, 100 
I 7, 813 
C. Not in any school (Navajos, 11,769; all others, 6,731) 18, 500 
D. In public schools (approximately) 42, OST 


Estimated number of Navajo children between: ages 6 and 18 2 


A. Estimated number between ages 6 and 12__________________ 14, 000 
B. Estimated number between ages 12 and 18___-__-__-____-__- 10, 000 


3. Total number of Navajo children in school’ 12, 231 
A. In publie schools 
B. In Federal schools ; 9, 770 
iN ele id lies Be Ras oh ia ee 677 
Reservation boarding elementary schools_______~ 5, O83 
Reservation boarding high schools___.....____-_ 207 
Off-reservation boarding high schools___.___-____-— 343 
Off-reservation special course * 3, 400 
Sanatorium 60 
ER SIE OT SRPRGRI DADO IG ign iistnccdcgecdincrtctrnitnscanls cain 1,197 


. Total number of Navajo children not in any school 11, 769 


A. Below 12 years 5, 769 
B. Above 12 years 6, 000 


». All native children of school age in Alaska (approximately) 


A. In Territorial schools 
B. In mission schools 
C. In 


D. Not in any sc 1, 400 


1 Of the total number of 12,231 Navajo children in school, 8,231 are below 12 years of 
age ; 4.000 are over 12. 

? Distribution of off-reservation special Navajo students: 
Sherman Institute, Riverside, Calif__- 
Phoenix Indian School, Arizona 
Carson Indian School, Stewart, Nev ‘ 
Albuquerque Indian School, New Mexico-- 
Chilocco Indian School, Chilocco, Okla_- 
Fort Sill Indian School, Lawton, Okla 
Riverside Indian School, Anadarko, Okla_ 
Concho Indian School, Concho, Okla 
Chemawa Indian School Chemawa, Oreg , 
Intermountain School, Brigham City, Utah 


Total a - a a 


* Sherman graduated 101 May 10 from fifth year of special program. All 101 
have permanent jobs waiting for them, 12 of whom are going to reservation jobs. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Wauuace F. Bennetr 


Senator Haypen. Senator Bennett was unable to be present to testi- 
fy on the appropriations for Department of Interior and has requested 
that the statement he desired to present be made part of the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALLACE F’. BENNETT 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appreciate having the opportunity 
of filing this statement, which I hope will be considered in conjunction with the 
statement filed by my colleague, Senator Watkins. I concur in the views 
expressed by Senator Watkins in his statement, and because of the importance 
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of the matters he has noted to the State of Utah and the West I hope that his 
recommendations will be given careful and favorable consideration. 

Since Utah is an important public-land State, with approximately 71.33 percent 
of the 52,701,440 acres of land within its borders being public lands, it is impor- 
tant to our State that the Bureau of Land Management be given sufficient funds 
to properly and efficiently operate and to do the job necessary to Utah and the 
West. The House has cut the budget request of this Bureau for leasing and dis- 
posal of lands and minerals by $67,500. I feel it important that these funds be 
restored and the appropriation of $942,500 be made so that the Bureau of Land 
Management can continue to handle leases and perform other necessary adminis- 
trative work in connection with the lands of the West. Many hundreds of lease 
applications for gas, oil, minerals, and grazing land are now pending, according 
to the report I have received from the Secretary of State for the State of Utah. 
It is common knowledge that the Bureau is almost a year behind in this work 
now. If funds are reduced and the staff cut, the handling of these leases and 
applications will be delayed and revenue from those leases lost to the Federal 
Government and the States. It seems to me that it is false economy to slow down 
this administrative process which is a revenue producer of importance. 

In the fiscal year 1950 the revenue produced from leases and disposals of land 
alone amounted to $30,250,000, compared with an appropriation of $875,000 to 
handle the program of leasing and disposing of lands and mineral resources. 

By reducing the appropriation the Bureau will get behind in its work, resulting 
in a drop of revenue in the amount of about one-half million dollars in the State 
of Utah alone. This would mean a loss of about $188,000 to the Utah school 
and road fund and a loss of expenditure for reclamation in Utah of about 
$263,000 and a loss of about $50,000 to the United States Treasury itself. A com- 
parable result will be experienced in the other public-land States. Therefore, it 
is not economy to cut this item in the appropriation. 

Because the House cut the Bureau of Land Management request for $1,475,600 
to be expended for grazing administration, it will be impossible for the Bureau 
to expand the grazing administration program in keeping with the program con- 
templated when it was decided to increase grazing fees. I urge that the full 
request be appropriated in fairness to the cattle and sheep people who have 
agreed to pay increased grazing fees. The vast ranges of the West cannot be 
properly managed for the ultimate welfare of this country, unless adequate 
funds are appropriated. 

Although the Bureau of Land Management has not asked for any appropria- 
tion at this time for research work on halogeton, tlre poisonous and noxious 
weed which is doing substantial harm to the grazing land of the West and to 
the livestock industry, I want to note the importance of this problem and sug- 
gest to the committee the desirability of a research program to head off the dam- 
aging effect of this weed. Studies necessary to cope with this killer will take 
more than 1 year, therefore a careful plan should be made for the program. 
Perhaps the agricultural experiment stations in Idaho, Nevada, Wyoming, and 
Utah should do the initial research work. But an over-all program should be 
outlined in conjunction with the Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, and the necessary research immediately accomplished so that the 
Bureau could go to work on eradication. I hope that this committee is fully 
aware of the danger from this deadly poisonous range plant which has killed 
many sheep and cattle in Utah, Idaho, and Nevada since 1930 and has progres- 
sively gotten worse. I suggest the importance of an appropriation of funds 
for this program, either in this bill or in a supplemental bill now before the 
House. 

I wish to point out that the above-mentioned appropriations are not only im- 
portant to the normal economy of the West but are important to national de- 
fense. The exploitation of the oil, gas, and mineral resources of our public 
lands is directly involved. At the present time increased supplies of oil, gas, 
and minerals are considered vitally important to the defense effort. Likewise, 
the vital supply of meat is dependent upon the ranges of the West. The effi- 
cient handling of tltese ranges cannot be separated from the defense program. 

The Indians, who were the ancient inhabitants of our country and owners of 
the resources within its boundaries, are entitled to consideration at least on 
par with peoples of strange and foreign lands. It is perhaps economy to reduce 
our budget for our own Indians but it is not equity to do so in order to appro- 
priate the funds for peoples of foreign lands. Under our treaties and obliga- 
tions to the Indians we are charged with tMe responsibility of giving them a 
program designed ultimately to place them alongside of the white in our society. 
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srigham City, Utah, is the locale of a very progressive Indian school, which 
is doing fine work for our Indians. I urge use of this school to the fullest prac- 
ticable extent. The present schedule calls for only 2,000 students-—-2,100 can be 
efficiently handled. The sum of $1,969,500 has been requested for this program 
and I suggest that this full amount be recommended to the Senate. In addi 
tion, to fully utilize these facilities an additional $144,750 should be appropri- 
ated at this time. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has requested $2,748,000 for the development of 
the Provo River project. The House has cut this amount to $2,091,800. This 
cut would delay the completion of the project by at least 1 year. I therefore 
urge that the Burean’s request for these funds be met and $2,748,000 appropri- 
ated so that the project may be developed and at an early date harnessed to the 
economy of the area. 

Also, I wish to draw your attention to the statements which my colleague, 
Senator Watkins, representatives of the Weber Basin area, and I made on June 4, 
requesting $1,225,000 for the initial construction of the Weber Basin project. I 
again renew my request for the appropriation of those funds. 

The problem of fishery research is one of growing importance and significance 
to the West, in view of the tremendous increase in use of outdoor recreational 
facilities by the public and the development of the large multiple-purpose dams 
on the western rivers. Although the revenue from fishing licenses, ete., has 
increased vastly in recent years, the necessary funds have not been made avail- 
able to do the research necessary to maintain and expand our fish resources. 
Neither have funds been available to do the research necessary to proper fish 
management in the deep reservoirs and lakes created by the multiple-purpose 
dams. This is a problem of importance to all of the Western States, particu- 
larly those in the Rocky Mountain area. 

A program to accomplish this very important work could be carried on under 
the Fish and Wildlife Service at a point in the intermountain area, in conjunc- 
tion with the existing fishery research facilities, both State and. Federal, for 
an annual cost of $255,800, only $195,300 of which would be a recurring cost. 
This program could be effectively correlated with the work done at research 
stations, such as that at Logan, Utah. I suggest to this committee that it is 
necessary and proper that this program be undertaken at this time, before we 
have fully developed our multiple-purpose dams and are not prepared to cope 
with the problems raised by them, and before our fishery resources are depleted. 

Since I have committed myself to reduction of Federal expenditures as an 
approach to the proper control of our economy and the reduction in the tax 
burden, I desire to state that I feel that the appropriations I have asked for 
are necessary to the over-all welfare of the West and justify reduction of ex- 
penditures in other fields which are not so important to national defense or 
the development of our resourees and the economy of our Nation. Expenditures 
to develop the resources of the West in my opinion are always good invest- 
ments and not gratuities in any sense of the word. 


Senator Haypen. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
Wednesday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:50 p. m., Monday, June 4, 1951, the hearing was 
recessed until 10 a. m., Wednesday, June 6, 1951.) 





